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Introduction

In 1966, shortly after the American artist Elaine Sturtevant became known for recreating the art
of her contemporaries, she began a career-long engagement with the work of Marcel Duchamp,
whose repute was ascendant in what would be his final years. By November 1973, when her first
institutional exhibition was mounted at the Everson Museum in Syracuse, New York, Sturtevant
had produced over fifty works in various media that engaged with, related to, or repeated
Duchamp, who was concurrently the subject of his first posthumous retrospective at the
Philadelphia Museum of Art.1 The Everson exhibition, Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’
Actions and Objects Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film, included a darkened and spotlit installation
informed by Duchamp’s contributions to the 1938 Exposition Internationale du Surréalisme,
which transformed Paris’s posh Galerie Beaux-Arts into a cavernous spectacle.2 Mounted far
outside the art world’s urban centers, Sturtevant’s exhibition went largely unseen and
unremarked upon. Even though the show’s disappointing reception partially precipitated the
artist’s decade-long withdrawal from exhibiting her work, the installation, as well as the objects
and images within it, maintained a lasting presence in her practice. Sturtevant created the bulk of
what can be termed her “Duchamps” in the period leading up to the Everson exhibition, but she
continuously returned to this body of work, especially in the 1990s, producing new work from
old material and reinforcing the central tenet of her project, that the mere act of repetition elicits

1

The Everson Museum exhibition was not just the first but, until her MoMA retrospective in 2014, the only
institutional exhibition of Sturtevant’s work that originated in the United States. A condensed version of Sturtevant’s
2004 retrospective, The Brutal Truth, subsequently traveled to MIT’s List Visual Arts Center in Cambridge, MA.
2
The possessive plurals in Sturtevant’s titles, such as this one and Picabias’ Ballet Relâche, might initially appear as
mistakes, but they were intentional. Bruce Hainley drew out the meaning of the artist’s approach: “These
pluralizations and apostrophes scandalize unity, proclaiming that before any self (or already at work within it) there
are others: Picabias interloping into the concept of “Picabia”; many Warhols making up “Warhol”; multiple
Duchamps as clearly as there are Duchamp multiples.” Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic]: Sturtevant's Volte-face
(Los Angeles, CA: Semiotext, 2013): 45–7.

1

what the artist referred to as new “phenomena”—artworks entirely distinct from those they
reference.
Beginning with her first solo exhibition at New York’s Bianchini Gallery in October
1965, Sturtevant had, in the words of one critic at the time, “made a name for herself” by
remaking the work of others.3 Her earliest subjects, starting in 1964, were Andy Warhol’s
Flowers and Jasper Johns’s Flags. Sturtevant’s paintings and sculptures were meticulous and
exacting, but inherently different, recreations of works only recently produced by her peers.
Working from memory, and not photographs, the artist produced what she preferred to call
“repetitions” at more or less the same scale as the originals. Years later, she elaborated on her
working process: “It is imperative that I see, know and visually implant every work that I
attempt. Photographs are not taken and catalogues used only to check size and scale. The work is
done predominately from memory, using the same techniques, making the same errors and thus
coming out in the same place.”4 Yet, as art historian Michael Lobel first demonstrated,
Sturtevant’s painted repetitions were hardly facsimiles: the artist often altered the imagery,
medium, and scale of her sources, emphasizing the autonomy and even originality of her own
versions.5 Sturtevant, after all, was not claiming the death of authorship or originality, as
suggested by readings retroactively applied to her work after the rise of appropriation art in the
1980s. She was rather concerned with “probing originality” and its “limitations.”6

3

John Gruen, “The Pop Scene: A Violent Strike Against East Village,” World Journal Tribune, April 25, 1967, 12;
cited in full in Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 22–6. Whether intentional or not, Gruen’s offhanded comment
acknowledged the way in which artists had begun to attain a kind of brand name status.
4
Sturtevant, “Interior Visibilities,” in Magritte, ed. Didier Ottinger (Montreal: Montreal Museum of Fine Arts,
1996): 124.
5
Michael Lobel, “Sturtevant: Inappropriate Appropriation,” Parkett 75 (2005): 142–47. Lobel noted, for instance,
how Sturtevant transformed Roy Lichtenstein’s lithographic print Crying Girl (1963) into the much larger oil
painting, Lichtenstein Frighten Girl (1966).
6
Sturtevant, interviewed by Bill Arning, “Sturtevant,” Journal of Contemporary Art 2, no. 2 (Fall/Winter 1989): 41.
Later in the interview, the artist stated, “I am talking about the limitations of originality, the positive and negative as
well as the relationship between originality and origins.”

2

Duchamp, too, was known for challenging conventional notions of authorship and
originality, and Sturtevant had stated, “His concern with trying to redefine what we consider art
was a very big factor in terms of my own work.”7 Yet, Sturtevant’s works after Duchamp, an
artist whose methodologies included exhibition making and various means of photomechanical
reproduction, additionally reveal the central and entwined roles of installation and photography
in Sturtevant’s broader practice. This thesis will not only examine the body of work Sturtevant
produced in the manner of Duchamp but also the photographic maneuvers and installation
strategies she employed to present, reproduce, and reconfigure these works, thereby shifting the
emphasis from the objects themselves to the framing structures that help define them as
artworks. This study will first concentrate on the role of photography and imaging within the
“Duchamps” Sturtevant produced between 1966 and 1973; then it will detail the installation
strategies she employed in her 1973 Everson Museum exhibition to bring these works together,
before concluding with a review of the 1998 exhibition Int./Ext. Visibilities, which will
demonstrate how the artist frequently revived her own material for new purposes. To better
understand the context of Sturtevant’s repetitions, it will be helpful to review certain aspects of
Duchamp’s activities and reception: the proliferation of replica Readymades in the 1950s and
1960s; the artist’s exhibition and installation strategies; and the central role of photography to his
practice. In the process, this study will also illuminate the ways in which Sturtevant used her
work after Duchamp to engage with contemporaneous artworld developments, from public art to
performative photography.
During the period of Sturtevant’s most prolific engagement with Duchamp, many of her
peers were equally engaged with his work: a select few collaborated with him; others produced

7

Sturtevant, interviewed by Dan Cameron and Leo Castelli, “A Conversation: A Salon History of Appropriation,”
Flash Art International, no. 143 (November/December 1988): 76–7.

3

copies, replicas, and meticulous reconstructions; many praised him or infused their work with
thinly-veiled references to Duchamp’s own practice; and some challenged his standing in
writing.8 It was within such an environment that Sturtevant produced the dozens of works that
culminated with what she informally referred to as the “Duchamp room” in her 1973 Everson
Museum exhibition.9 Though only sparingly documented, Sturtevant’s tripartite exhibition can
be partially reconstituted from various scraps of information gleaned, largely by Bruce Hainley,
from the artist’s spotty recollection, the museum’s scant archives, two contact sheets of
installation images, and the account of a single reviewer.10 The “Duchamp room” can be further
appreciated and understood by proxy through its own repetitions, since Sturtevant re-staged this
installation under the title Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags over a dozen times beginning in 1992.
While existing scholarship has treated photography as a largely marginal aspect of
Sturtevant’s practice, one of my central arguments here is that it has in fact played a crucial and
pivotal role throughout her career. Even before Sturtevant started making photographs, the Pop
art subjects of her earliest painted repetitions display a concern with the aesthetics of
photomechanical processes: Andy Warhol’s silkscreens, the Ben Day dot patterns of Roy
Lichtenstein’s comics-derived paintings, Tom Wesselmann’s mixed media collage-paintings, and
James Rosenquist’s sampling of advertising imagery.11 When Sturtevant began incorporating

8

Donald Judd, Carl Andre, and Robert Smithson are just a few examples of artists who countered the predominant
culture of Duchamp worship in the late 1960s and early 1970s. For their critiques, see Donald Judd, “Marcel
Duchamp and/or Rrose Sélavy,” Arts Magazine 39, no. 6 (March 1965): 53–4; Carl Andre’s “Against Duchamp”
(1975) and other related texts collected in Carl Andre, Cuts: Texts 1959–2004 (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2005):
91–2; and Moira Roth, “Robert Smithson on Duchamp, an Interview,” Artforum 12, no. 2 (October 1973): 47.
9
Sturtevant, interviewed by Peter Halley, “Sturtevant,” Index, no. 50 (September 2005): 48. As will be documented
below, the Everson exhibition was divided into four galleries: one each for works after Beuys, Duchamp, and
Warhol; and one featuring the simultaneous projection of three films, one related to each artist.
10
Though Hainley’s diligent research and conversations with the artist are responsible for most of the information
we have regarding Sturtevant’s Everson Museum exhibition, the author recently obtained additional materials,
including correspondence between the artist and the Museum’s staff.
11
Rosenquist even described his painting process in photographic terms: “I painted things from photos and…it felt
like I hadn’t done it, that it had been done by a machine…. I reproduced it as photographically and stark as I could.”
Rosenquist, interviewed by Gene Swenson, in “What Is Pop Art? Part II,” ARTnews 62, no. 10 (February 1964): 63.

4

photography into her own process, it was typically necessitated by her source material: whether
Duchamp’s role-playing portraits and Readymade miniatures, Eadweard Muybridge’s
locomotion studies, or Joseph Beuys’s actions. Yet, the artist consistently employed the medium
across all aspects of her practice. As an artist concerned with the imagery of others, Sturtevant
was keenly aware of how images define the public perception of an artwork and can even
supersede the object itself. She thus used photography to frame the reception and documentation
of her artworks, exhibitions, and performative reenactments. As a result, much of her output
involved photographic operations, whether or not the work itself was photographic.
Whether incorporating her own body into the image, as she does when reenacting works
by Duchamp, or manipulating photographic documents, Sturtevant’s photographic works
highlight both the performative and generative potentials of the medium, her artistic practice, and
the act of repetition itself. As she persistently and accurately insisted, she did not use
photography, or any other medium, to create reproductions or copies. For Sturtevant, copies were
“static and dead” and “incapable of differentiation”; copies produced superficial sameness, but
repetitions embodied and engendered difference by incorporating “the powerful creativity of
process,” and were thus closer to reenactments.12 When Sturtevant produced the work Duchamp
Man Ray Portrait (1966), she did not, for instance, create a copy-stand photograph of Man Ray’s
“Monte Carlo Bond” portrait of Duchamp—a process Sherrie Levine employed in the early
1980s with her rephotographs “after” Walker Evans and Edward Weston—but rather created it
entirely anew in her own image [fig. 1]. Cross-dressing as one of the most famous artists of her
time, Sturtevant prefigured, with this image, the gender reversals of the subsequent reenactments

12

Sturtevant, “Interior Visibilities,” 124. In this text, which contains the artist’s clearest elucidation of her intentions,
Sturtevant asserts, “The work is most definitely not copies.”

5

she performed for the camera, most frequently affecting the public-facing appearances of male
peers like Duchamp, Beuys, and Frank Stella.
Born Elaine Frances Horan on August 23, 1924, Sturtevant rigorously avoided disclosing
biographical information and insisted that people professionally refer to her solely by her
married surname.13 Exploiting and subverting a convention typically reserved for famous men,
the artist’s mononymous moniker further functioned as a gender-neutral alias.14 Appearing in a
1969 Time magazine article on “art-oriented art,” Sturtevant’s portrait “as Man Ray’s
‘Duchamp’” was the first image of the artist made available to an American audience.15
Operating under her husband’s surname and adopting Duchamp’s playful guise—Sturtevant
represented herself, from the beginning, through forms of masquerade. In that same article,
Sturtevant told the magazine, “What interests me is not communicating but creating change.”16
That photography is a medium known for its reproductive capacities made it a paradoxical tool
for engendering change and difference. Yet, when Sturtevant had herself photographed lathered
in shaving cream she generated an entirely new image. More importantly, Sturtevant also
produced an irrevocable shift within Duchamp’s original. Viewers of Sturtevant’s photograph
can no longer see Duchamp’s portrait the same way: each image now conjures the other,
regardless of precedent or origin. It will be shown that when understood collectively, in its full

13

As Hainley details, “By early 1969, the artist had been married to and divorced from Ira F. Sturtevant, an
advertising executive,” with whom she had two daughters, Dea and Loren. In her very first exhibition, the group
show New Names at Betty Parsons Gallery (December 20, 1960 – January 7, 1961), she was listed only by her
married surname. Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 241–44.
14
The few female artists who were known mononymously at the time used their gendered given names, such as
Chryssa and Marisol. Despite the artist’s efforts, critics frequently referred to her as “Elaine” and “Miss Sturtevant”
in early articles and reviews.
15
“Trends: Statements in Paint,” Time 93, no. 9 (February 28, 1969): 71. Sturtevant’s Duchamp Man Ray Portrait
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breadth, Sturtevant’s work after Duchamp highlights the extent to which this notion of “creating
change” was an operating principle throughout her practice.17
Sturtevant’s installation strategies have been well documented, but far less scholarly
attention has been paid to the collective effort of her photographic activities, which were even
minimized by the artist herself. The catalogue raisonné produced in conjunction with her 2004
exhibition, The Brutal Truth, was limited to “Painting Sculpture Film and Video,” as indicated in
its subtitle.18 Significant photographic works, including those modeled on Duchamp, Beuys, and
Muybridge, are notably absent.19 Though they are artworks in their own right, some of the
photographs used to illustrate and represent objects such as Duchamp Fountain (1973),
Duchamp Sculpture de Voyage (1967), and Duchamp Objet dart (1967) were not credited as
such. Reflecting the range of her sources, photography was just one of the many mediums
Sturtevant employed to make her repetitions manifest. Yet, photography permeates all facets of
her work from the documentation of her earliest exhibitions to the appropriated imagery in her
later works. Since there has yet to be a full undertaking of her photographic output, this study
aims to provide both a justification and foundation for a catalogue raisonné dedicated to such
works, or at their very least, their inclusion in a broader accounting of her practice.
Bruce Hainley, arguably the leading authority on Sturtevant, as well as Peter Eleey, Elisa
Schaar, and Patricia Lee, have all written about various photographic projects of Sturtevant’s, but
there has so far been no comprehensive study of her work in that medium. In his monographic
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survey, Under the Sign of [sic], Hainley contended that Sturtevant’s boundless project could
never be boiled down to the formalist essentials of any particular medium: “The conceptual
dynamo of Sturtevant’s pursuits had never been, would never be, photographic, however she
might avail herself of photography or photographs.”20 Even if Sturtevant’s photographic
“pursuits” cannot, or should not be reduced to a concept of the photographic, there is plenty to
be learned from studying the resulting images and, more importantly, how she deployed them.
Schaar recognized, like Hainley, that Sturtevant’s photographs foregrounded the “performative
aspect” of the artist’s project, and were thus “revealing about her practice overall.”21 For Lee,
Sturtevant’s photographic works act as “material evidence” and “documentations of her actions,”
and display her “willingness to make her embodied process visible and transparent.”22 All of
them understood her photographs to be, as Eleey described them, “images in action.”23
As the curator of Sturtevant’s 2014 retrospective at the Museum of Modern Art in New
York, Eleey provided a brief but insightful survey of the artist’s photography in his essay for that
exhibition’s catalogue. After discussing Sturtevant’s work in relation to the appropriation artists
of the 1980s, Eleey wrote, “Perhaps unsurprisingly, Sturtevant’s resistance to being summarized
as a ‘copyist’ is most evident in her works that involve photography, which complicate the basic
mimetic processes and assumptions of the medium, often turning them against themselves.”24 At
the same time, however, Eleey marginalized Sturtevant’s photographic practice, suggesting that
the artist “produced very few photographic images as art” and characterizing even that

20
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supposedly scant output as “doubled documents of absent things, performances, and actions.”25
Though Eleey framed the photographs as secondary to Sturtevant’s other pursuits—“things,
performances, and actions”—it is precisely their nature as “doubled documents” that establishes
them as critical elements of her practice. As I will argue, even those photographs that have not
been considered “as art” should in fact be understood as integral to her engagement with the
broader practice of those artists she took as her subjects.
A posthumous exhibition mounted by Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac in 2017 brought to light
many of the photographic works Sturtevant produced in the late 1960s and then revisited
throughout the 1990s.26 In a review for Artforum, Schaar wrote that the exhibition “demonstrated
that photography was a more considerable part of the artist’s output than had previously been
assumed.”27 Like Eleey, Schaar observed how Sturtevant undermined the conventional functions
of photography, using “techniques of collage, montage, cropping, and multiplication to unsettle
habitual modes of perception.”28 Noting that the artist’s body and visage is unmistakably present
in many of her photographs, Schaar wrote, “The viewer of Sturtevant’s photographs hardly need
be told they are hers to realize something is awry.”29 It is undeniable, for example, that it is
Sturtevant behind the shaving cream, not Duchamp; it is Sturtevant donning the utility vest and
fedora, not Beuys. The photographs, Schaar continued, “show her presence in an oeuvre that
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otherwise looks like everyone else’s but hers.”30 Many of the photographs included in this
posthumous exhibition constitute the raw material for works Sturtevant exhibited, even if in
different forms, at the Everson Museum in 1973 and later, as a kind of sequel, in her 1998
exhibition Int./Ext. Visibilities at Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac in Paris.
Before proceeding, I want to acknowledge that Sturtevant consistently urged viewers of
her work to focus on the implications of her actions rather than the specific references and source
artists—who I will refer to as her “artist-subjects.” After describing her repetitions as
“articulat[ing] the refusal of a reference as a reference,” she added, “it is not the reference but
how the reference functions that’s important.”31 In that same interview, she elaborated on how
she selected artists to repeat: “These choices are based on how effectively they work as catalysts.
But the choice is not a commentary on the work.”32 For Sturtevant, the sources only needed to be
recognizable; they were otherwise irrelevant to the work’s comprehension: “As long as the
viewer knows that I have used a source, the piece remains unchanged.”33 Given Sturtevant’s
reluctance to dwell on her artist-subjects, as well as her dismissal of critical studies that did so, it
is worth understanding what is gained and lost from such an approach.
A detailed analysis of her work after one artist, such as Duchamp, risks putting
Sturtevant’s work in service of another’s and shifting the focus away from her own concerns and
procedures, or worse, suggesting a mere matter of influence and homage. Altogether ignoring
Sturtevant’s sources, on the other hand, obscures the subtle but important differences between
her disparate repetitions and the varying ways they function. For instance, Sturtevant’s
repetitions of Duchamp or Beuys necessitated a far different approach and set of tools than did
30
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her responses to the paintings of Johns or Lichtenstein. It is no coincidence that Sturtevant’s
photographic work is largely limited to her work after Duchamp and Beuys. There is therefore a
stark contrast between a work like Johns Flag (1965-66) [fig. 2], in which Sturtevant’s painting
is a convincing double of its source, and one that documents a performative reenactment, such as
Duchamp Man Ray Portrait. The source “must be immediately recognizable,” Sturtevant told
curator Bill Arning in 1989, “Otherwise my work loses the visual and intellectual impact. You
have to know it’s [sic] Johns or Lichtenstein for the work to function.”34 Though the source of
her “Duchamp” portrait is immediately recognizable, the momentary deception that occurs when
looking at her “Johns” painting is less likely to occur with the photograph, precisely because the
artist herself is bodily present, marking the image as decidedly not by or of Duchamp. In such
works, Sturtevant makes the difference generated by her repetitions forcefully explicit.
A balanced analysis of Sturtevant’s work should not prioritize the reference over her own
production, but rather seek to understand how varying sources—her “catalysts”—required
different responses from both the artist and her audience, revealing the complexities of her
multivalent project. By examining Sturtevant’s work after Duchamp, this study aims to assess
the core concerns of that body of work, while also demonstrating what it reveals about her
broader practice—that Sturtevant was far less concerned with the objects themselves than with
how they functioned and performed, often in ever-shifting combinations with each other, through
imaging and installation.
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Chapter One – Photographic Maneuvers and Installation Strategies

Duchamp’s renown was resurgent when, in 1966, Sturtevant had herself photographed in his
image, wearing an oversized shirt and excessively lathered with a shaving cream mask—her hair
modeled into two vexing horns—to create Duchamp Man Ray Portrait.1 In the years preceding
her reenactment, Duchamp’s relatively scant body of work had become considerably more
accessible: his first monograph was published in 1959; he was the subject of three major solo
exhibitions; his previously dormant Readymades were more frequently exhibited; and he made
himself available for numerous interviews, lectures, and media appearances. The withdrawn,
evasive, and semi-retired artist of the previous thirty-plus years became an increasingly public
persona in his final years. Though Duchamp might have been perfectly content to remain hidden
in plain sight, he was drawn out in the 1960s as his work began to resonate more strongly with a
younger generation of artists, including many who would become Sturtevant’s subjects.
Though interest in Duchamp’s work had gradually built throughout the fifties, it was
Robert Lebel’s Sur Marcel Duchamp—published in French and English in 1959—that provided
artists working in the following decade with their first comprehensive overview. Produced in
close collaboration with the artist, the well-illustrated publication included the first attempt at a
catalogue raisonné.2 The career-spanning exhibitions followed soon after: Duchamp’s first
retrospective, which was curated by Walter Hopps for the Pasadena Museum of Art, opened in
fall 1963; the second was mounted just fifteen months later at the Cordier & Ekstrom Gallery in
New York; and, in 1966, the British artist Richard Hamilton organized a survey for London’s
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Two decades later, Sturtevant recalled: “Duchamp was of course experiencing tremendous popularity at that time.
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Tate Gallery. Since many of Duchamp’s most famous works were lost, damaged, or unable to
travel, replicas and reconstructions had a crucial role in all three exhibitions.
As exemplified by Bicycle Wheel (1913) and its many iterations, replicas of Duchamp’s
Readymades had become commonplace by the time Sturtevant enacted her first Duchampian
procedures. Though Duchamp produced most of the original Readymades between 1913 and
1921, they were rarely exhibited and most were lost. As the artist acknowledged in 1961, many
of the Readymades known to the public were not “original in the conventional sense” but
recreations of long lost originals.3 Clearly recognizing their significance, Duchamp himself
produced his first replacement Readymade as early as 1916 when he assembled the second
version of Bicycle Wheel—the one with the straight fork that was captured in photographs of his
studio from around 1918. The version initially documented and publicly recognized through
images—an original in one sense—was thus itself a copy.
As the curatorial demand for Readymades grew, Duchamp often delegated the task of
creating or selecting substitutes to curators, dealers, and other artists.4 In 1951, the dealer Sidney
Janis helped produce a new version of Bicycle Wheel, purchasing parts that the artist assembled.5
This version, which features a wheel with a curved fork, was acquired by the Museum of Modern
Art and would become the model for most future replicas, including Sturtevant’s. In the early
1960s, the Swedish art critic Ulf Linde produced a number of replicas, including Bicycle Wheel

3

Duchamp, “Apropos of ‘Readymades’,” lecture delivered at the Museum of Modern Art’s “Art of Assemblage”
symposium, October 19, 1961, in The Writings of Marcel Duchamp (Boston: Da Capo Press, 1989): 142.
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(1961), for a series of European exhibitions.6 Richard Hamilton, who would later meticulously
reconstruct The Large Glass and several other Duchamps, followed with his own version of
Bicycle Wheel in 1963.7 Duchamp was ambivalent about such replicas, even when they were
markedly different from his originals, and was usually very willing to authenticate them with his
signature and the inscription “pour copie conforme,” meaning “certified true copy.”8 For
Duchamp, the idea was as important as its physical manifestations with “the replica of a
‘Readymade’ delivering the same message.”9 The copy was therefore a sufficient, if subordinate
substitute for the original, regardless of who selected or produced it.
Always looking to “wipe out the idea of the original,” Duchamp agreed, in 1964, to
produce limited edition replicas of his own with the Italian publisher and dealer Arturo Schwarz,
who sought to “rescue [the] Readymades from oblivion.”10 Using blueprints drawn up by
engineers from photographs of the originals, Duchamp supervised the fabrication of fourteen
Readymades in multiples of eight. Unlike the mass-manufactured originals, the replicas were
meticulously handcrafted by professional artisans, including ceramicists, glassblowers, welders,
and carpenters.11 Modeled on the sculpture as it appeared in photographs of the artist’s New
York studio, the Schwarz edition of Bicycle Wheel (1964) reinstated the straight fork of the 1916
version, thus distinguishing it from other replicas. After he produced the multiples, Duchamp
acknowledged to Lebel that the replicas created by other artists had “returned to the Readymades
6

Though Linde produced the replicas without Duchamp’s knowledge or authorization, the artist later certified them
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the liberty of repetition they had lost,” encouraging him to embark on his own reproductions.12
Produced decades after their prototypes, the replicas and copies reinforced the Readymades
origins as reproducible objects and quickly became acceptable substitutes for the long-lost
originals in museum collections, exhibitions, and publications.
By the time Sturtevant produced her Duchamp Bicycle Wheel in 1969, there were already
six officially acknowledged replicas of Duchamp’s first Readymade.13 Mirroring the fate of
Duchamp’s original, Sturtevant’s was subsequently lost and replaced by a second version
produced in 1973 in preparation for the Everson exhibition [fig. 3].14 Sturtevant modeled her
second repetition, which featured a curved fork, not on Schwarz’s more recent edition but rather
on the 1951 Janis version. Unlike those produced by Hamilton and Linde, Sturtevant’s sculpture
was neither a replica nor a reconstruction—it was not designed to stand-in for Duchamp’s as a
Duchamp. Nor was it a type of homage designed to develop and proliferate Duchamp’s legacy.15
Sturtevant’s Duchamp Bicycle Wheel was neither the first nor the only of her Duchampian
repetitions: it was rather one part of a larger project, a totality.
Sturtevant’s works after Duchamp, as well as her broader project, have typically been
framed in relation to the consequential challenges her precursor made to concepts of authorship
and originality. Yet, this body of work also draws particular attention to her employment of
photography and installation strategies, both of which have recently begun to be more fully
appreciated as essential to Duchamp’s practice as well.16 Duchamp used photography to circulate
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his work and ideas, construct facsimiles that further troubled distinctions between original and
copy, and demonstrate the multiplicity of identity. He employed installation strategies, as a
curator would, to weave together disparate works (even if arbitrarily), but also, more
significantly, to undermine conventional modes of display and expand the conception of art to
the exhibition space itself. Particularly relevant to Sturtevant was how Duchamp used both
photography and installation to complicate rather than further entrench a work’s identity.
Fountain (1917) provides a clear and well-documented case in point. With the original urinal
almost immediately lost, imaging became crucial to the public’s perception of what became
Duchamp’s most famous work. Alfred Stieglitz’s well-known photograph did not document the
work in situ but explicitly staged for the camera, arranged on a pedestal in front of a Marsden
Hartley painting. Yet, that one image hardly represents the complex and varied history of the
object and its many replicas, which were installed and photographed in a multitude of
arrangements and positions—upturned on a pedestal, hanging from a doorway, even installed in
its functioning position.17 Taken together, the images of even this most familiar work resist a
single fixed reading for the artwork, which had as many variations as incarnations.
As we will see, Sturtevant employed photography much as Duchamp did: enlisting
friends to document her objects, installations, and performative reenactments; fabricating
reproductions to represent objects that may never have existed; and repurposing images to
generate new content. Also like Duchamp, Sturtevant rarely exhibited her photographs as
standalone artworks, mounted in frames and hung on the wall. Rather, she used installation

analyzed Duchamp’s work in relation to photography: Jean Clair, Duchamp et la photographie: essai d'analyse d'un
primat technique sur le développement d'une œuvre (Paris: Chêne, 1977); Thierry de Duve, “À propos du
readymade,” Parachute, no. 7 (Spring 1977): 19–22; and Rosalind Krauss, “Notes on the Index: Seventies Art in
America,” October 3 (Spring 1977): 68–81.
17
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Fountain (Houston: Menil Foundation, 1989).
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strategies and display mechanisms to activate her imagery, frame its reception, and produce
dynamic juxtapositions. Though Sturtevant frequently produced photographs simply as part of
her exhaustive entanglement with an artist’s œuvre, she also treated her imagery as material,
frequently reprocessing it for future projects. At times, the artist created images only to
reproduce them, as she did with some of the material included in the Everson exhibition
catalogue. Using strategies as diverse as photomontage, photocopying, and projection, Sturtevant
produced numerous iterations or manifestations of the same artwork, highlighting the
significance of imaging to the reception of any work of art.

Installation as Total Environment
Duchamp’s first two exhibition-related collaborations with the Surrealists, in 1938 and 1942,
have long been recognized as landmarks for subsequent installation practices.18 Yet Duchamp’s
engagement with exhibitions is more wide-ranging than has typically been acknowledged. After
their first two joint ventures, Duchamp worked again with the Surrealists, in 1947 and 1960,
contributing to the organization and installation design of two more international exhibits, both
in Paris. But his curatorial experiments began as early as the period during which he was still
actively producing Readymades. Beginning with the Société Anonyme, the so-called “museum
of modern art” he co-founded with Katherine Dreier and Man Ray in 1920, Duchamp organized
and staged various exhibitions, including solo presentations of works by Constantin Brancusi,
Florine Stettheimer, and Mina Loy.19 For the second of his two Brancusi exhibitions in 1933,
18
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Duchamp even took the drastic step of trimming a few inches off the top of two Endless Column
sculptures to fit them inside the gallery according to his plan, illustrating his prioritization of the
installation over individual works.20 One of Duchamp’s earliest, and perhaps most notorious,
curatorial feats came in 1917. As the head of the hanging committee for the Society of
Independent Artists Exhibition, which would reject his pseudonymous submission of a urinal, he
proposed an alphabetical hanging system in lieu of one more conventionally based on genre,
style, status, or perceived quality.
In 1953, Duchamp conceived, assembled, and installed the major historical survey Dada
1916–23 for Sidney Janis Gallery in New York. Though accounts of that exhibition tend to focus
on the intricately designed, tissue-thin poster-catalogue or the urinal that hung (with a sprig of
mistletoe attached) from a doorframe, it was also one of the artist-cum-curator’s most elaborate
exhibition designs. Described by one critic as “suggesting…the interior of an aquarium,” the
crowded installation filled every corner of the gallery.21 To maximize hanging space, Duchamp
employed floating Plexigas partitions to display both sides of graphic works and designed
custom shelves and vitrines, two of which were mounted to the ceiling [fig. 4]. According to
Janis, the interlocking network of transparent walls created “an ambiguous atmosphere” that
“resembled a huge Merz construction.”22 The reference to Kurt Schwitters’s self-labeled

posthumous retrospective at the Museum of Modern Art. In 1959, he worked with Julian Levy to organize
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approach to collage, assemblage, and the Gesamstkunstwerk (“total work of art”) is fitting.23 The
immersive, grotto-like environment of Schwitters’s Hannover Merzbau, which Duchamp visited
in 1929, has strong correspondences with Duchamp’s exhibition designs.24 Both artists designed
installations to prioritize the collective whole over the individual works displayed within.
It is Duchamp’s emphasis on the installation as a unified work or totalizing environment
that Sturtevant acknowledged with her 1973 installation, which was modeled in part on the 1938
Surrealist Exposition. Sturtevant, though, had been conceiving of her works as coherent
collections from the beginning. With her debut solo exhibition at Bianchini Gallery in October
1965, Sturtevant introduced her concepts of repetition and total structure. Visible in the single
photograph of the exhibition made available by the artist, the central element was an
arrangement of paintings and sculptures produced in the manner of Arman, Johns, Claes
Oldenburg, Stella, and others, all hung on a clothing rack being “pulled” by a George Segal-like
plaster figure [fig. 5]. Sturtevant set this tableau against the backdrop of a floor-to-ceiling grid of
her Warhol Flowers (1964–65). A few months later, the artist included this entire arrangement,
titled as one work, 7th Avenue Garment Rack with Warhol Flowers (1965), in Gene Swenson’s
“The Other Tradition” exhibition at the Institute of Contemporary Art in Philadelphia,
suggesting that the individual works within were not as important as their collective statement.25
For her second solo exhibition, America, America at Galerie J in Paris, Sturtevant locked the
doors of the street-level gallery so that passersby could only view her painted and sculpted
23
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repetitions through the glass panes of the shuttered entry.26 Viewed from a single vantage point,
without the ability to move through the space and examine individual artworks, the installation
became a static entity—more like a picture of an exhibition. Framing the Bianchini and Galerie J
exhibitions as discrete and unified works of art, Sturtevant even assigned them their own
catalogue numbers in her “first draft” catalogue raisonné.27 These first two exhibitions of
Sturtevant’s repetitions exemplify an approach the artist employed throughout her career:
emphasizing the collective installation over the individual objects contained within.

Photographic Records
By focusing on installations as totalities, Sturtevant shifted attention from the individual
artworks to the framing mechanisms that support, define, and disseminate them, including their
photographic documentation. The artist, who strictly controlled the circulation of her images,
framed the reception and perception of her exhibitions by limiting the installation photographs
made available to the public. What was for a long time the only known photograph of her
Bianchini show, initially published in the December 1965 issue of Artforum, only documents one
corner of the gallery.28 The photograph reinforces the exhibition as an environmental whole but
it leaves out other documented elements. For instance, John Canaday’s review of the exhibition
mentioned “a wall of good Lichtensteins” and Lil Picard described “Glass-Vitrines,” none of
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which appear in this installation view.29 Sturtevant’s preferred image of the Galerie J exhibit was
taken by the renowned photographer-for-hire Harry Shunk and published in color with Yoshiaki
Tono’s 1967 profile in the Japanese magazine Bijutsu Techo [fig. 6].30 Installation photographs
are principally documentary, serving as visual records of an exhibition as artists and curators
arranged it for a viewing public. Shunk’s photograph, in contrast, appears to capture an
exhibition still in the process of installation: one painting is propped on its side against a wall
and a second is held by yet another “George Segal,” here posed as the show’s curator. As
Hainley noted, the vantage point offered by the image is a “flipped inversion” of what viewers
would have seen through the locked gallery doors.31 The photographic record is therefore
entirely unfaithful or contradictory to the exhibition as it existed.
For these reasons, curator Peter Eleey categorized Sturtevant’s installation photographs
as “evasive maneuvers” and “inadequate” documents, though he understood that Sturtevant’s
actions were intentionally misleading.32 Recognizing that Sturtevant’s installation photographs
indicated a broader concern with imaging and photography, Eleey suggested that the artist only
released a single installation image “to control the image of her work and to keep the force of her
installations from dissipating over multiple visual iterations.”33 When organizing Sturtevant’s
2014 retrospective, Eleey discovered three additional photographic views of the Galerie J
exhibition, which demonstrated how “no single image could have sufficiently captured the
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dynamics of the exhibition.”34 As documented in Shunk’s additional photographs—none of
which were taken through the locked doors—the exhibition was not a static arrangement of
artworks but rather appears to change from image to image [fig. 7]. Though Eleey acknowledges
that the rearrangements may have been made “for the purpose of the photographic
documentation,” he favors the suggestion that the exhibition was a “rotating installation.”35
Given Sturtevant’s penchant for experimenting with juxtapositions, and the unlikelihood that she
hired Shunk to photograph a changing installation over the course of multiple days, I would
suggest something else: that it is far more likely that the artist staged the various arrangements
explicitly for the camera. Documenting an exhibition viewers were not able to experience close
at hand, Sturtevant was able to construct, through photography, the version of the exhibition she
wanted to preserve for posterity. For Sturtevant, the photographic representation of the
exhibition, which she likely hoped would be published and thus viewed by a larger audience,
was as important as the exhibition itself, which was similarly restricted to a single vantage point.
Two decades later, in 1989, Sturtevant employed similar strategies to generate imagery
for a pivotal exhibition, Sturtevant: Works from 25 Years at Galerie Paul Maenz in Cologne. A
small cache of installation images from the gallery’s archives demonstrate just how malleable
her approach to installation was, and what exactly she was trying to accomplish through
photography.36 As with the Galerie J exhibition, the few available photographs depict an
installation in flux, with artworks in various arrangements. Three color photographs capture
Sturtevant’s Beuys Fat Chair (1974/89), which she created expressly for this exhibition during a
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televised, opening night performance, in various locations throughout the gallery.37 Two images
document standard installation views, but a third captures a still life of artworks clearly staged
for the camera. For this image, Sturtevant positioned two pieces of modified furniture, her
Duchamp Bicycle Wheel (1973) and the Beuys Fat Chair, in front of her Johns Double Flag
(1966), which, with its horizontal bands, leans against the grooved aluminum tracks of Stella
Union Pacific (1989) [fig. 8]. The reshuffling continues in two black-and-white photographs that
pair Duchamp Bicycle Wheel with Oldenburg Bacon and Eggs (1967) in one and Johns Double
Flag again in the other [fig. 9]. Since the latter image was published with Jutta Koether’s review
of the exhibition at Paul Maenz, the images might have been staged specifically for the press,
even though they did not represent how the works were installed in the actual exhibition.38
Since these photographs do not accurately document the exhibition as a viewer would
have seen it, they cannot be classified strictly as installation photographs. Instead, Sturtevant
appears to have used the camera to experiment with juxtapositions, just as she did in her
Muybridge studies or the bi- and tripartite drawings she created in the late 1960s, which in one
example paired a “Tom Wesselmann” nude with a “Roy Lichtenstein” hot dog [fig. 10].39 The
photographs of the 1989 Cologne exhibition are also consistent with the images Sturtevant
captured of her earliest exhibitions, showing arrangements that look perpetually in the process of
becoming. Though her inclination was towards installations as totalizing environments, these
photographs demonstrate that she also understood the contingent nature of installations and
artworks in general—what Eleey referred to as “the provisional nature of art’s appearance.”40
37
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By limiting the availability of installation views, Sturtevant understood how artworks and
exhibitions carry meaning through their reproductions and representations. Installation images,
of course, are crucial historical documents, since they help form the public record of an
exhibition. In time, far more people will have seen photographs of an installation, which can be
reproduced, distributed, and archived, than the exhibition itself, which took place for only a brief
period of time. Based on the evidence of these three examples, Sturtevant’s installation
photographs should be understood as significant components of the work’s presentation, and not
only as documentary images. The photographic records of Sturtevant’s exhibitions, as
“inadequate” as they may be, need to be understood for what they are: the artist’s preferred
representation of the work.
Photography is often overlooked as a crucial aspect of Duchamp’s practice, largely
because he disguised his more subtle photographic operations as an-aesthetic documents. When
Duchamp first employed photography to produce the Box of 1914 (1913–14), he exploited the
camera’s dry, technical capacity to reproduce imagery. With this initial box, and the Green Box
(1934) that followed, Duchamp used photographic processes to meticulously create facsimile
reproductions of his manuscript notes, thereby transforming his ephemera into art.41 He did not
use the camera, still a relatively new tool, to produce pictorial imagery or capture a moment in
time, but rather, as noted by Filipovic, “as if it were a copying machine, a photocopier avant la
lettre.”42
At the time Duchamp started using photography, Pictorialist photographers associated
with Stieglitz and Edward Steichen’s Photo-Secession sought to endow their work with the
qualities of painting, thereby distinguishing their work from amateur and commercial imagery
41
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and elevating what was still considered a lower medium to the status of art.43 Duchamp, in
contrast, attempted the reverse by applying the conditions of photography—primarily its
reproducibility but also its precision and technicality—to painting. Not long after assembling his
first box, Duchamp used similar techniques to produce a full-sized, hand-colored photographic
replica of Nu descendant un escalier, No. 2 (1912) for Walter and Louise Arensberg [fig. 11].44
Though Duchamp’s laborious techniques had more in common with those employed by the
Photo-Secessionists than may have initially been apparent, his matter-of-fact reproductions and
facsimiles differed greatly from that group’s painterly imagery. Throughout his career, Duchamp
continued to merge, and even confuse such categorizations as photography and painting in works
ranging from the hand-colored miniatures of his Boîte-en-valise (Box in a Valise, 1935–41) to
the elaborately constructed backdrop of his last major work, Étant donnés (1946–66).
The photographs Duchamp did produce as records of his most ephemeral works often
transcended their practical function to become original works in their own right. When it came to
documenting his own work, Duchamp usually delegated the actual camera work to others. Far
from administrative records, many of the photographs taken by Man Ray, his most frequent
accomplice, are artistic images that merit their own attention.45 Take for example Elevage de
Poussière (Dust Breeding, 1920), an evocative photograph that transforms the dust Duchamp
allowed to accumulate on The Large Glass into a desolate landscape [fig. 12]. Though Man
43
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Ray’s photograph is significant as documentation of Duchamp’s process, Dust Breeding is also a
mysterious and compelling image that further enhances its subject.
In a variety of projects, Duchamp illustrated that he understood how images could
represent an artwork and mold its public perception and historicization. Lost almost from its
inception, Duchamp’s Fountain might not have achieved such significance if the artist had not
made considerable effort to put it on the record. After employing Stieglitz to photograph the
sculpture, Duchamp published that image in the second issue of The Blind Man, a short-lived
journal created almost expressly to generate scandal around the work’s submission and rejection
from an unjuried exhibition [fig. 13].46 The photographic reproductions Duchamp produced to
represent the Readymades in his “portable museum,” the Boîte-en-valise, became equally
essential, if not problematic, documents of long lost originals. To create those miniature
reproductions, Duchamp meticulously retouched and manipulated photographs—originally taken
by Man Ray, Henri Pierre Roché, and maybe even Duchamp himself—to such an extent that the
works illustrated in the Box are distinct from those initially photographed [fig. 14].47 Yet, when
designing his first monograph, Duchamp used several of these images—not the unadulterated
original photographs—to illustrate several artworks, creating a subtle disjunction between the
object and its representation.48 With the Box in a Valise, Duchamp not only provided a
framework for understanding his enigmatic and widely varied work, but he also complicated the
visual records of his most ephemeral objects by producing images that came to stand in for
works they only partially represented.
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In her works after Duchamp and others, Sturtevant similarly understood and used, to her
advantage, the power of images to frame the reception of her paintings, sculptures, and
performances. Around the same time Sturtevant produced the first of her readymade repetitions,
Duchamp Sculpture de Voyage (1967), she also created a series of images of such objects, which
were largely modeled on the aesthetic of those reproduced in the Box in a Valise [fig. 15]. As
will be shown, these images, some of which “documented” works that never existed, were
fabricated records that Sturtevant produced primarily to be reproduced in other formats.
Recognizing that an image of an artwork could be just as important as the object itself, if not
more so, Sturtevant meticulously managed the documentation and presentation of her art. It was
this sort of concern for imaging that situated photography at the core of Sturtevant’s practice.
Not unlike Duchamp, Sturtevant was determined to undermine and exploit photography’s
core reproductive function, using images to question rather than confirm the veracity of what is
presented. As documented by Eleey, Sturtevant worked “some years earlier” as a prop stylist for
Habershaw Studio, a commercial photography studio founded in New York by Henry Haberman
and Frank Gershaw.49 Possibly informed by that experience, the artist used photomontage and
other rudimentary post-production techniques to create unique images—rather than
duplications—that often belied reality and generated new visuals for existing artworks. Though
the sources of Sturtevant’s Boîte-style reproductions are overtly clear, she also produced imagery
unrelated to her artist-subject’s oeuvre, such as a pair of photomontages from 1967, which will
be examined in more detail below. Likely influenced by the contemporaneous fad for models and
monument proposals, Sturtevant re-envisioned one of Duchamp’s erotic sculptures, Objet-dard
(1951), as large-scale public works. Far from copies, reproductions, or replicas, Sturtevant’s
photomontages, both titled Duchamp Scale Model for Objet-dard (1967), resemble nothing
49
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found in the oeuvre of Duchamp, who certainly never proposed turning one of his most intimate
objects into a public monument. Yet, Sturtevant’s photomontages put Duchamp’s esoterically
erotic objects from fifteen years prior into conversation with more contemporary approaches to
sculpture, illustrating how the artist generated change through repetition and, in the process,
revived and refreshed her source works by making them current.

Staged for the Camera
In 1920, with Fresh Widow, Duchamp began signing select works under the name Rrose Sélavy,
a feminine alter ego he subsequently brought to life in a series of role-playing masquerades
staged for the camera.50 To conjure and capture the many guises of this and other personas,
Duchamp frequently turned to Man Ray, who proved to be a skilled portraitist.51 Duchamp did
not exhibit these collaborative photographs, but rather repurposed them for his assisted
Readymades, placing his assumed visage on perfume bottles, bond certificates, and wanted
posters.52 David Joselit argues that in these works Duchamp brands himself, or at least his
photographic representation, as a kind of “Readymade artist.”53 When Sturtevant assumed some
of these guises anew forty years later, her performances did not emphasize her own ready-made
nature but rather the opposite: the powerful subjectivity of her body and image in action. As a
female artist masquerading as her male contemporaries, Sturtevant implicitly called attention to
longstanding gendered imbalances operating within art, from gallery and museum representation
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to the female nude’s ubiquitous role as both subject and object. As with her Duchamp Man Ray
Portrait, the undeniable gender shift that occurs in her performative photographs forces viewers
to reckon not only with the repetition of another’s imagery but also the subversion of gender
conventions, such as the artist-model relationship.
The performative images Sturtevant created in the manner of Duchamp will be detailed in
the following chapter. Two other projects, both unrelated to Duchamp, exemplify the role of
Sturtevant’s embodied presence across her photographic work. In 1966, around the same time
she started producing her Duchamps, Sturtevant created a series of photographic collages
informed by the quasi-scientific motion studies that the bookseller-turned-photographer
Eadweard Muybridge conducted in the late nineteenth century. David Hayes, a young but wellconnected curator and collector who also assisted with Sturtevant’s Duchamp-related images,
photographed the disrobed artist walking and posing in front of her own painted repetitions.
Layering image over image, Sturtevant used these photographs to create numerous iterations of
the contact print photomontages Study for Muybridge Plates #97 and #136 (both 1966) [figs. 1617].54 Eleey described the Muybridge Plates—with a nod to Douglas Crimp—as “the closest
Sturtevant gets to making ‘a picture of a picture.’”55 Photographed at or near the center of each
frame, Sturtevant positioned her nude body between her own “pictures” of others’ art and the
camera lens. As both artist and model, Sturtevant amended the popular imagery of Johns’s flag,
Lichtenstein’s comics, Rosenquist’s advertisements, and Warhol’s flowers—paintings she
described as “driven by surface involvement”—by literally foregrounding the forceful presence
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of her naked body.56 In the process, she produced one of her “powerful reversals,” upending
traditionally prescribed gender roles of artist and model by staking claim to both.
When Sturtevant returned to this motif for her 1986 exhibition at White Columns in New
York, she updated her earlier collages by splicing in photographs of works produced after her
initial studies. Spanning twenty years, the Muybridge Plates illustrate how Sturtevant regularly
used her own art as material, recycling old work into new content. With Muybridge Plate #97:
Woman Walking (altered plate) (1986), Sturtevant changed the content of three frames to include
repetitions related to the three artists central to her Everson exhibit—Beuys, Duchamp, and
Warhol—and added an outtake from the initial photo shoot featuring one of her earliest
repetitions, Stella Benjamin Moore (1964) [fig. 18]. In one instance, Sturtevant conceals most of
her body by overlaying an image of a Warhol Marilyn, reversing the figure-ground dynamic
established in all other images.57 By adding new backdrops to certain frames, Sturtevant
intentionally disrupted the chronological aspect of these locomotive sequences. As art historian
Marta Braun has documented, Muybridge similarly manufactured the chronological effect of
many of his plates from photographs that were actually taken out of sequence. “Because they are
presented as sequences,” Braun writes, “we see them that way.”58 With her 1986 revivals,
Sturtevant intentionally challenges this kind of assumption with her discontinuous imagery,
instead offering a vision that jumps from one moment to another and back again, hopscotching
across the various backdrops her painted repetitions provide.
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With her film Duchamp Nu descendant un escalier (1968), and a series of related
collaged film stills, Sturtevant referenced the chrono-photography that inspired Duchamp’s
famous painting. Though Duchamp’s nude was modeled on the images captured by French
scientist and photographer Étienne-Jules Marey in the 1880s, Muybridge was conducting similar
studies with nude men and women in America around the same time, which culminated in his
publication of Animal Locomotion in 1887.59 While Marey used multiple exposures to capture
movement on a single photographic plate, Muybridge demonstrated the motion of his subjects
across a series of sequential images. When Sturtevant created her own motion studies, she may
have been responding to what Hainley called the “vogue for Muybridge in the ‘60s.”60
Muybridge’s grid-formed sequences especially resonated with the conceptualist favor for
seriality, as seen in the documentary photography of Eleanor Antin, Bernd and Hilla Becher,
Douglas Huebler, Ed Ruscha, and Robert Smithson.61 By 1973, Mel Bochner, Dan Graham, and
Hollis Frampton had each written significant articles on the photographer and his relevance to
contemporary artists.62 Sturtevant’s friend Robert Rauschenberg, who owned some of
Muybridge’s locomotion prints, had produced an early example of the type of chrono-sequential
imagery inspired by Muybridge with his Cy + Roman Steps (I–V) (1952).63
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In 1964, Sol LeWitt made overt reference to the photographer’s serial imagery with
Muybridge I and II, two rectangular peep-show boxes, which also anticipated the voyeurism of
Duchamp’s yet-unveiled Étant donnés.64 Visible through a row of apertures, the interior of each
box contains a series of ten sequential photographs: one set shows a nude woman striding
progressively closer to the camera, while in the other the camera zooms in on the woman, now
seated [fig. 19]. LeWitt’s model, an anonymous female subject like Muybridge’s, directly
confronts the viewer, who stands in the same position as the photographer had. Both artist and
model, Sturtevant stays almost entirely within the frame, advancing only marginally from left to
right. Categorizing the Muybridge Plates as Sturtevant’s “triumph over the photographic and its
discourses,” Eleey contended that the “studies help clarify that her interest was not in any
‘punctum’ or ‘decisive moment,’ but rather in images in action.”65 Yet as images they are hardly
active. While LeWitt’s photographic sequences aspire towards a moving picture illusionism,
Sturtevant’s constructions, like Muybridge’s before her, more fully embrace photography’s
technical capacity to keep time at a standstill. One of the tensions in Sturtevant’s Muybridge
Plates then is that between the static backdrop of the artist’s painted repetitions and the kind of
looping, repetitive motion of the artist walking in place.66
In another series of photographs staged expressly for the camera, Sturtevant deliberately
framed her process as a kind of performance. In 1989, the artist hired Peter Muscato to take
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pictures of her inside the studio painting Stella Bethlehem’s Hospital (1989) [fig. 20].67 Clearly
modeled on earlier photographs of Frank Stella taken by Hollis Frampton and Ugo Mulas,
Muscato’s images capture Sturtevant intensely at work on her repetition. With gallons of house
paint at her side (one perched atop a ladder for easy access), Sturtevant is seen painting line over
line of black stripes, with thin slivers of bare canvas in between, methodically building the
painting’s H-shaped structure. Though Sturtevant’s reenactments of Duchamp and Beuys have
been folded into her œuvre, these images have largely been ignored.
In recreating images of Stella, Sturtevant also reproduced the cult of personality—so
prevalent in the 1960s—that helped establish the young Stella as a hotshot painter. In magazines
and exhibition catalogues alike, artworks were often accompanied by a photographic portrait of
the artist, often at work or in the studio.68 The catalogue for Sixteen Americans, the Museum of
Modern Art exhibition that introduced Stella and his black paintings to the world in 1959, is one
such example. Though most artists were photographed in studio settings, Stella appeared, in a
picture taken by Frampton as part of his series of Official Portraits, wearing a sharp business suit
against a stark white background [fig. 21].69 As Thierry de Duve observed, Stella’s wry “selfpresentation” is noticeably at odds with the other more casual portraits of artists at work or
alongside their work.70 Artworld publications had developed a similar penchant for behind-thescenes access. Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, ARTnews published nearly a hundred articles in
their “Paints a Picture” series, which documented in photographs and writing the production of a
67

A contact sheet of images from the session was published in a 2019 auction catalogue for Phillips. The image
caption erroneously dates the sessions to 1971, even though Sturtevant didn’t begin painting her “black Stellas” until
1988. The caption also misidentifies the painting in the picture as the Stella Getty Tomb that was being auctioned.
Phillips, 20th Century and Contemporary Art Day Sale, Morning Session, New York, November 13, 2019 (New
York: Phillips, 2019): 190–95. Bruce Hainley more accurately dates the pictures to “c. 1989,” which corresponds
with the dates for Stella Bethlehem’s Hospital. Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 259.
68
The catalogues produced by Finch College Museum of Art for their five “Art in Process” exhibitions, mounted
between 1965 and 1972, included portraits of the exhibiting artists.
69
Dorothy Canning Miller, ed., Sixteen Americans, exh. cat. (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1959): 76.
70
Thierry de Duve, Kant After Duchamp (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996): 200.

33

single work, almost exclusively by male artists.71 The creative act had become a very public
process, a kind of performance. The most legendary example was Robert Goodnough’s 1951
profile “Pollock Paints a Picture,” which featured Hans Namuth’s now famous photographs of
the artist at work on Autumn Rhythm: Number 30 (1950).72 The images quickly went on to define
the public perception of Pollock as a wild, gestural abstract painter, regardless of how accurate
that was.
The photographs of Frampton and Mulas were thus part of a wider trend, which was
parodied by the former and exploited by the latter, one of the foremost chroniclers of the 1960s
artworld. In 1964, the same year Stella declared, “What you see is what you see,” Mulas
documented the artist at work on one of his Notched-V paintings.73 In one photograph, Stella
leans in very close, seeming to study as much as paint the surface of the canvas [fig. 22]. This
image appeared in Mulas’s 1964 volume New York: The New Art Scene, a book that epitomized
the current obsession with the lives of artists. Though Mulas’s image appeared first, Frampton’s
photographs have taken on a more mythical status, since they captured Stella as a young painter
at the outset of his career.74 Beginning in 1958, Frampton collaborated with Stella to produce the
fifty-two portraits that would eventually comprise The Secret World of Frank Stella (1958-62).
Several frames from Sturtevant’s session call to mind Frampton’s image of Stella painting Getty
Tomb in 1959, which was initially published in a 1970 exhibition catalogue [fig. 23].75 Not
unlike Mulas’s image, Stella is shown crouched low to the floor, carefully and dispassionately
71
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brushing black house paint in concentric stripes. Like Namuth’s photographs of Pollock, Mulas’s
and Frampton’s images have since become iconic, representing an idea of the artist that molds
our understanding of their work.
Frampton and Stella conceived of their images as tongue-in-cheek quotations of various
photographic conventions and genre types. In a 1963 dialogue with Carl Andre, Frampton
sarcastically described each photograph in the series as a “prize-picture on the point of becoming
cliché.”76 As indicated by the title, the two artists started the series as a parody of the type of
coffee table picture books exemplified by David Douglas Duncan’s recently published The
Private World of Pablo Picasso (1958), but they also register as a critique of the men-at-work
imagery featured in ARTnews’s “Paints a Picture” profiles.77 Art historian Maria Gough
described Frampton’s and Mulas’s images as far “removed in sensibility” from each other, since
the latter “deploys the very convention of the creative artist-at-work that Frampton had parodied
just a few years earlier.”78 I would contend that their respective images, especially those
discussed here showing Stella at work on two different paintings, are not so dissimilar. Whatever
parody Frampton and Stella hoped to achieve with their image—perhaps something more akin to
their earlier Official Portrait—has been undermined by its value as a historical document and
subsumed by the mythic quality later endowed upon the series. The photographs of Sturtevant
miming Stella on the other hand seem incapable of supporting or producing any such myth,
precisely because hers trouble any fixed idea of identity. Sturtevant may have approximated the
look of Stella in Muscato’s photographs, but she similarly appeared as Beuys, Duchamp, and
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Yvonne Rainer. Never really hidden per se, the artist who later wrote of “self as disappearance”
was always foremost herself when shifting between various guises.79
Sturtevant clearly intended for at least one of Muscato’s photographs to be publicly
recorded, since she included it in the catalogue for her 1990 exhibition of black “Stella”
paintings at Rhona Hoffman Gallery in Chicago [fig. 24].80 With curly hair that pleasantly
resembles Stella’s, Sturtevant is shown from the side—her face barely visible in profile—
meticulously applying a wide horizontal band of paint to the canvas. Sturtevant made sure to
demonstrate that her brush, like Stella’s in Frampton’s image, was as wide as the stripes,
indicating, whether accurately or not, that she applied the paint in one continuous stroke. Even
so, Sturtevant’s image does not precisely replicate either Frampton’s or Mulas’s, but rather
operates in between the two, reproducing the overall effect and function of those earlier pictures,
which is why the allusion is still undeniable. Not insignificantly, Muscato also photographed the
paintings for the exhibition catalogue, documenting both aspects of Sturtevant’s painted
repetitions: the performative reenactment and the material result of those efforts.81 By producing
such an image, and illustrating it alongside the reproductions of the paintings, Sturtevant shifted
the emphasis from the individual artworks, as references that resemble, to the structure and
ramifications of her process: undermining images and creating difference through repetition.
Not only do the images make explicit the performative aspect of repeating another artist’s
work, they also emphasize Sturtevant’s authorial presence in the work. The photographs are
evidence that Stella did not paint these paintings, which so closely resemble his own. As
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Sturtevant once wrote, “What you ‘see’ is not what you get.”82 Alluding to Stella’s famous
pronouncement, Sturtevant calls into question both the veracity of what we see and, with scare
quotes, the very parameters of perception. Sturtevant’s comment speaks to a general distrust in
images, as well as her own tendency to manufacture visuals to represent works that may never
have existed. Describing the “mistrust of optical experience” incumbent to 1960s conceptualism,
art historian Thomas Crow described how Sturtevant “so acutely defined the limitations of any
history of art wedded to the image.”83 Sturtevant accomplished this precisely by undermining our
faith in images. What we see is not always what we think we see.
Since Sturtevant’s published “Stella” photograph has such a clear reference point and is
related to the artist’s other performative reenactments, it should be understood as an integral
aspect of her Stella project—as important as the paintings themselves—and considered within
her broader engagement with photography. One of the only scholars to discuss these images
within the context of Sturtevant’s broader practice, Patricia Lee, suggests that such photographic
works show the artist’s “willingness to make her embodied process visible and transparent.”84
Sturtevant’s presence is certainly central to many of her photographic repetitions, but I would
argue that in this case the artist was only making her process as “visible and transparent” as
Stella had. Sturtevant, for instance, never photographically documented the in-studio process of
an artist who did not do so themselves. Her “Stella” photographs more likely reflect the scope of
her engagement with that artist’s work. Since she was recreating Stella’s paintings, it was equally
important to reproduce the imagery that framed the work for so many: the photographs taken by
Frampton and Mulas. Contrasting the thoroughness of Sturtevant’s approach with that of the
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appropriation artists who came to prominence in the 1980s, Eleey wrote, “If Sturtevant lifted
anything, she lifted works and artists in their entirety, not merely pictures of their pieces that
interested her.”85 The works that comprise Sturtevant’s engagement with an artist-subject—for
instance, the photographs of the artist creating her “Stellas” and the painted repetitions
themselves—should therefore be understood “in their entirety” as a coherent whole.
Though Sturtevant opted for the more subtly gendered imagery of the artist-at-work, she
could have recreated Frampton’s Official Portrait of Stella in suit and tie, performing the type of
overt cross-dressing adopted by many Feminist artists in the 1970s, as she did when she assumed
the likeness of Duchamp for another photograph three years later. Not long after Muscato
documented Sturtevant painting her “Stellas,” the portraitist Timothy Greenfield-Sanders
photographed the artist descending stairs for Duchamp, Marcel Duchamp (1992), recreating one
of the more famous images of Duchamp: the time-lapse portrait Elias Elisofon took for a 1952
LIFE magazine profile [fig. 25].86 Each artist donned high-waisted, pleated slacks and a blousy
collared shirt with a necktie, but on Sturtevant the outdated outfit is appropriately vaudevillian.
Mimicking the actions of his famous nude while clothed was amusing for Duchamp, who had
asked if he should “do it nude.”87 For Sturtevant, who played the eponymous “Nude” in her 1968
film but never enacted any of Duchamp’s cross-dressing guises, it was far more transgressive to
perform the nude as a woman fully dressed in Duchamp’s garb.
With her installation photographs and the performative reenactments she staged for the
camera, Sturtevant demonstrated how images that are typically considered supplementary are
instead crucial framing mechanisms that inform and even construct the public idea of an artist
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and their work. Sturtevant was never as thorough with her approach to another artist’s œuvre as
she was with Duchamp’s. The artist’s engagement with Duchamp spanned nearly her entire
career, encompassed a range of projects, and addressed numerous aspects of her subject’s diverse
practice. Sturtevant created her first “Duchamp,” a photographic portrait, in 1966, and her last,
an installation comprising nine identical versions of her Duchamp Fresh Widow (1992), in 2012,
two years before her death.88 With the works she created in the manner of Duchamp, Sturtevant
trained a keen eye on how he used both imaging and installation to inform and guide the public
reception of his own art. In the following chapters, I will examine the photographic maneuvers
and installation strategies that Sturtevant employed in relation to her Duchamps, illustrating how
such methodologies were critical to the artist’s iterative practice.
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Chapter Two – Sturtevant’s “Duchamps’ Etc.,” 1966–1973

The Duchampian projects Sturtevant initially produced between 1966 and 1973, which will be
reviewed in this chapter, can be divided into three categories: performative reenactments, objects
produced, and the images manufactured to represent both. Sturtevant’s engagement with
Duchamp’s work began with assistance from her friend David Hayes, whose mother, Mary
Sisler, happened to possess at the time the largest number of works by Duchamp. The first major
Duchamp exhibition Sturtevant was likely to have seen, Cordier & Ekstrom Gallery’s 1965
survey Not Seen and/or Less Seen of/by Marcel Duchamp/Rrose Sélavy, 1904-64, was drawn
almost entirely from Sisler’s collection. The widowed beneficiary of the Firestone Rubber and
Tire fortune, Sisler was a novice art collector who had amassed a sizable holding of modern and
contemporary art in a flurry of buying activity that only began in 1961.1 In addition to a complete
edition of Schwarz’s Readymade replicas, Sisler owned the original L.H.O.O.Q. (1919), Network
of Stoppages (1914), a deluxe edition of the Bôite-en-valise, and versions of all three “erotic
objects,” all of which were on display at Cordier & Ekstrom. By all accounts save her own, she
relied heavily on the keen eye of her well-connected son David Hayes, an “art historian and
Duchampian authority” who was known for hosting salons devoted to the artist.2 In 1963, Hayes
played a significant role in the development of Duchamp’s Pasadena retrospective.3 In addition
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to loaning several works under his own name, Hayes was enlisted by Walter Hopps to aid in the
reproduction of three artworks—Nine Malic Moulds (1914–15), 3 Standard Stoppages (1913–
14), and In the Manner of Delvaux (1942)—though the results were less reconstructions than
exhibition copies.
Even if Sturtevant had not seen the Cordier & Ekstrom exhibition, Duchamp was not, as
the artist later recalled, “something you didn’t know.”4 Yet, Sturtevant’s longstanding
engagement with Duchamp was hardly cursory and indicated a deeper familiarity with the
artist’s wide-ranging activities, even aspects of his work that were not as well documented or
studied then as they are now. Through the collection he helped his mother assemble, Hayes may
have provided Sturtevant with intimate access to works by Duchamp and many of the artists she
took as subjects.5 As Sturtevant’s friend and accomplice, Hayes appears to have been a key
figure for the artist during the mid-1960s. He became an official collaborator in 1966, when he
photographed Sturtevant for her Duchamp Man Ray Portrait. As Hainley noted, “Sturtevant
makes some of her first Duchamps exactly at the time of her most intense interactions with
Hayes.”6 At some point around 1967, he introduced Sturtevant to Duchamp, encouraging her to
bring along one of her photographic reenactments.7 Networking aside, Sturtevant’s relationship
with Hayes would have provided her access to a sizable cache of Duchamp’s work, as well as
personal knowledge of how that artist approached reproductions of his own work—how he both
presented and re-presented, produced and re-produced his art as facsimiles and original copies.
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Of the three exhibition copies Hayes produced for the Pasadena retrospective, In the
Manner of Delvaux was the only one Duchamp did not certify, and it provides a telling contrast
to Sturtevant’s own repetitions. Unlike the other facsimiles, which were recreated by
photographing the original artwork, Hayes created In the Manner of Delvaux simply by
reproducing the illustration published in Lebel’s monograph.8 As art historian Thomas Singer
suggested, Hayes’s copy did not possess enough “difference” from the original, which Duchamp
created by collaging together separate images of a mirror frame, a bare-breasted woman, and a
ribbon to recreate a central motif from Paul Delvaux’s L’aurore (The Break of Day, 1937).9 To
produce a version more faithful to Duchamp’s process than to his end product—one that
embraced the difference inherent to any act of revision—Hayes would have needed to repeat the
process by photographing or assembling his own images, which was precisely how Sturtevant
approached her repetitions, including those produced “in the manner of” Duchamp.

Performative (Re-)Enactments: “Self as Disappearance”
Sturtevant’s first “Duchamp” was a photograph: her self-portrait as Duchamp, as Man Ray
photographed him in 1924—the image he cut-and-pasted to his simulated readymade, the Monte
Carlo Bond (1924). Playing the role of Man Ray, Hayes photographed Sturtevant’s Duchamp
Man Ray Portrait (1966), which she similarly re-appropriated for a little known collage,
Duchamp Roulette de Monte Carlo (c. 1968) [not illustrated].10 In the year prior to inventing his
feminine alter ego Rrose Sélavy, Duchamp scribbled a moustache and goatee on a color
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reproduction of Leonardo’s “Mona Lisa” and titled it L.H.O.O.Q. (1919). In 1965, for an
invitation to the Cordier & Ekstrom exhibition, the artist revised this work by omitting, or
“shaving,” the moustache for L.H.O.O.Q. Rasée, an act that recalled Man Ray’s portrait. By not
repeating his earlier effacement, Duchamp negated or reversed the original’s gender shift. When
Sturtevant produced her own version, Duchamp L.H.O.O.Q. Rasée (1970), just five years later,
she called attention to the gender troubling she produced with her reenactments of Duchamp’s
imagery, most specifically her shaving cream portrait [fig. 26].
Masquerading as a masked man, Sturtevant presented with her Duchamp Man Ray
Portrait a portrait of a self twice displaced. Such role-playing was a frequent tactic of
Duchamp’s, who operated under more than one alias or pseudonym. But Sturtevant is not
concealed enough to go unnoticed or be confused for Duchamp. This portrait may conjure an
image of Duchamp but it is resolutely her own visage that penetrates through the thick,
impastoed layer of shaving cream. There is, as a result, no mistaking Sturtevant’s photograph for
Man Ray’s. The difference engendered by Sturtevant’s reenactment, and its inherent gender
reversals, is not only tangibly evident but also an integral part of the work’s force. Though
produced photographically, Sturtevant’s portrait is, at its core, a performative repetition of an
action rather than a photomechanical replication, or copy, of an image. With her very first
“Duchamp,” Sturtevant established photography—against the medium’s reproductive capacity—
as a crucial tool for creating difference through repetition.
The following year, Hayes was once again behind the camera documenting another of
Sturtevant’s re-stagings, this one based on a photograph Man Ray snapped of Duchamp and
Brogna Pearlmutter enacting a tableau vivant of Adam and Eve in Francis Picabia’s Cinésketch
(1924) [figs. 27-28]. On New Year’s Eve, 1924, just two months after Duchamp issued his
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Monte Carlo Bond, the one and only performance of Cinésketch immediately followed the final
performance of Relâche, a two-act ballet Picabia produced with the composer Erik Satie.11
Cinésketch comprised a series of brief scenes that were lit with stroboscopic lights and
performed in rapid succession on three separate set pieces—a bedroom, hallway, and kitchen.12
With its brisk pace and flickering lights, Cinésketch was Picabia’s attempt to bring
cinematographic effects to live theater.13 Set in the kitchen, and with little relation to the main
plot, Duchamp and Perlmutter’s tableau vivant was Picabia’s recreation of one of Lucas Cranach
the Elder’s many “Adam and Eve” paintings, likely the 1533 version Duchamp saw in Leipzig
during a formative stay in Germany in 1912.14 As Bruce Hainley noted, Sturtevant’s
photograph—“a meditation on the ouroboros of ‘after’-ness and priority”—is as much an
allusion to Cranach as it is to Duchamp or Picabia.15
Man Ray’s photograph is often misattributed as documentation of the ballet Relâche, not
the related but distinct Cinésketch. It has also been, as Hainley observed, absorbed into the everexpanding œuvre of Duchamp.16 Sturtevant’s title, Duchamp Relâche (1967), reflects and
extends such confusion. Of course, Man Ray’s photograph may not have documented the one
and only performance of Cinésketch but more likely a version staged explicitly for the camera,
11
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much like Sturtevant’s. In Man Ray’s photo, the menacing, smirking serpent on the painted
backdrop is immersed in shadow and coiled around a branch of a faintly visible “tree of life.”
Starkly lit in contrast, Perlmutter, as Eve, extends her hand towards Duchamp’s Adam, offering
an apple. Both actors modestly cover their privates: Duchamp, in a reference to his alter ego,
with a rose and Perlmutter with her left hand, evoking the art historical trope of the “Venus
Pudica.”17 In Hayes’s photograph, Sturtevant faithfully revived the pose of Perlmutter’s Eve,
affecting a knowing look of indifference and offering an apple to her real life friend Robert
Rauschenberg, who, like Duchamp, donned a false beard for the part of Adam. It is notable that
Sturtevant did not assume Duchamp’s role as Adam—a difficult proposition in the nude—nor
did she ever recreate any images of Rrose Sélavy. Sturtevant did not bother to paint the tree on
her backdrop, leaving the snake ominously suspended within a black void. Aside from the
beards, both men wear nothing but a watch, marking time as crucial to any recreation.
This description is based on just one of Hayes’s photographs, which Sturtevant first
published, albeit as a poorly Xeroxed copy, in the 1973 Everson catalogue. As revealed in
subsequent projects and publications, Sturtevant printed or otherwise repurposed several other
exposures from the photo shoot, reviving and renewing the imagery as material for new work.
By using several exposures to represent the same performance, Sturtevant subtly foregrounded
the ways in which she sought to undermine photography’s relation to a reproductive copy. The
slight variations between the nearly identical exposures rather illustrate the difference produced
by repetition and action. By drawing attention to the gaps between shutter clicks, Sturtevant also
brought the tableau vivant to life.
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It was at least one version of this photograph that Sturtevant took with her when Hayes
invited her to “come and meet Marcel.”18 As Sturtevant later recounted, Duchamp thought she
had somehow obtained a copy of Man Ray’s original photograph: “Being truly Duchampian, he
said, ‘Where did you get that photo?’ And because you don’t want to interfere with that kind of
play, I never said to him, ‘Do you really think it’s your photo?’, because one really never knew if
he knew it was a different photo.”19 Of course, the “play” that Sturtevant didn’t want to
“interfere with” was precisely the kind of displacement she produced with the reenactment
staged with Rauschenberg and Hayes. It is also notable that in this interview, and many others,
Sturtevant refers to herself using the second person “you” and the impersonal “one,” subtly
removing her own presence from the story. Duchamp, on the other hand, is “Duchampian”—a
version of himself largely formed by public perception. Sturtevant has similarly said, “Warhol
was very Warhol.”20 It was precisely this type of image-based brand identification that Sturtevant
undermined with her repetitions, photographic or otherwise.
After their initial meeting, Duchamp made an appearance at the one and only
“performance” of Sturtevant’s Picabias’ Ballet Relâche, a non-event that followed from her
private re-staging of Cinésketch.21 The Ballet Suédois presented Picabia and Satie’s original
Relâche in thirteen performances at the Théâtre des Champs-Élysées in Paris. The ballet’s title
was the source of considerable confusion, as French theaters commonly posted “relâche” signs to
indicate the cancellation of a performance.22 When the initial performance of Relâche, scheduled
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for November 27, 1924, was postponed for one week due to the illness of principal dancer Jean
Börlin, many assumed the delay was just another of Picabia’s Dadaist pranks. When Sturtevant
staged her revival in 1967, the doors to the theater were similarly locked and the appropriate
signs were posted, reading “Sturtevant’s Relâche.” It remains unknown whether anyone was
curious enough to return a week later.
Sturtevant’s Picabias’ Ballet Relâche was the last event in a series presented as the “Fall
Gallery Concerts” at the School of Visual Arts (SVA) over two weekends between November 10
and 20, 1967.23 A regular attendee of happenings, Duchamp arrived only to find the doors to the
second floor auditorium locked. According to the dance critic Jill Johnston, a small but patient
crowd was “mildly enjoying the joke and the good company.”24 Keenly aware that there might
not be an actual performance, Duchamp left the taxi waiting while he chatted, confirming details
of the repeated original with those who had hung around in spite of the locked doors. With
Relâche, Picabia and Satie attempted to dissolve the distinction between performer and spectator
by aggressively engaging the audience: dancers left the stage to interact with audience members,
who were practically assaulted with blinding light and cacophonous music.25 By negating the
performance entirely, Sturtevant made her audience similarly aware of their own status as
spectators. With her revival, the denied crowd, which had assembled in an impromptu gathering,
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was transformed into a cast of performers themselves.26 With no performance to speak of, or
write about, Johnston reviews the audience—the crowd “for whom scandal is a way of life”—
and Duchamp’s almost apparitional appearance.
Though Hayes’s photograph of Sturtevant and Rauschenberg reviving Cinésketch does
not document any kind of public performance, or even its cancellation, it has been occasionally
treated as a record of Sturtevant’s Picabias’ Ballet Relâche, reinforcing the historical conflation
of the two events.27 But how does one document and record a cancellation? What remains, aside
from Johnston’s review and Sturtevant’s hand-lettered poster, is a photograph showing two
copies of that poster affixed to the locked doors of SVA’s theater at 209 East 23rd Street: no
performers, no audience [fig. 29]. Sturtevant made sure the non-event was recorded for posterity.
Peter Moore, the noted performance chronicler, who had previously photographed Sturtevant’s
Study for Yvonne Rainer’s “Three Seascapes” (1967) and was on hand to record other events in
the series, took the photograph.28 Moore’s picture demonstrates that, as with Sturtevant’s Galerie
J exhibition a year prior, visitors were once again met with the refusal of locked doors. The
image, a head-on view of an impenetrable facade, mirrors the denial of Sturtevant’s cancelled
event. Without additional images, of say the crowd lingering around the lobby, there is no sense
of the durational element inherent to any performance, cancelled or not. Instead, Moore’s single
photograph, vacated of any human presence, is object-like in its stillness.
With her Duchamp Relâche and Picabias’ Ballet Relâche, Sturtevant played the role of
director and subject, but did not enact the role of Duchamp. Around the same time though, the
artist followed Duchamp’s lead, masquerading as a rogue fugitive for her Duchamp Wanted
26
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(1967), suggesting she was as elusive and evasive as her elder peer. Sturtevant produced her
version by crudely altering a reproduction of Duchamp’s similarly modified original, changing
the height and weight, adding her own name as an additional (but not substitute) alias, and
pasting in place two mug shots, one in profile [fig. 30]. Duchamp’s Wanted/$2000 (1923), a
customized novelty poster advertising the reward for the capture of one George W. Welch, was
the last readymade he produced in New York before leaving for an extended return to Paris.29
Sturtevant produced at least two versions with passport photographs taken by her daughter Loren
in the Place des Vosges in Paris, where she had begun to spend the majority of her time in the
late 1960s. Even Sturtevant’s constant shuttling back and forth between New York and Paris,
where she would permanently settle in the early 1990s, mirrors the French-born Duchamp’s
travels. Rectifying Duchamp’s “corrected” Readymade to suit herself, Sturtevant once again
created various displacements and transpositions across time and identity.
As evidenced by these various reenactments, Sturtevant’s Duchamp-related machinations
are not as straightforward as were her actions related to Beuys, in which she consistently donned
the recognizable trappings of the German artist’s very public persona. (What other roles were
there in Beuys’s work?) When revisiting works by Duchamp, an artist who explored the shifting
nature of identity, Sturtevant “played” artist, alter ego, accomplice, and even model, as she did
when she stripped bare for her first film, Duchamp Nu descendant un escalier (1968) [fig. 31].
Under its original and more explicit title, Duchamp Segment of Hans Richter’s Dreams That
Money Can Buy was the first in a trilogy of films Sturtevant produced in the lead-up to her 1973
Everson exhibition.30 Hans Richter’s Dreams that Money Can Buy (1947) tells the tale of a poet
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and “dream salesman” who provides seven clients with psyche-specific dreams, each “shaped
after the visions of 7 contemporary artists.”31 Initially presented at the studio of photographer
Bert Stern as part of “Spring Gallery 68,” Sturtevant’s film is modeled on Duchamp’s threeminute “dream sequence,” which was titled “Discs and Nudes Descending the Staircase.”32
Duchamp’s effort primarily features footage of his spinning Rotoreliefs, which are interspersed
with four very brief scenes of a single nude who, through the effect of a prismatic filter, appears
to multiply on her way down the stairs.33 By enlisting the former Judson dancer Deborah Hay as
an additional “nude” and overlapping multiple exposures, Sturtevant was able to achieve,
through corporal and cinematographic repetition, the kaleidoscopic mirage Richter obtained with
filters and effects. Performing a kind of duet, the two women descend the stairs in a slow,
deliberate manner that prolongs their brief interludes. Sturtevant and Hay add complexity and
force to the role of the nude: they are simultaneously a divided self and a pair, standing for others
as they do for one.
The performative images Sturtevant produced in relation to Duchamp illuminate an
aspect of that artist’s reception during the 1960s and 1970s, one that is often overlooked in favor
of his contributions to the conceptualisms aligned with his idea of non-retinal art. In the years
directly preceding and following Duchamp’s death—the same period during which Sturtevant
was producing her own reenactments—numerous artists were using photography to document
descendant un escalier… So it’s whether you want the total frame or inside the frame.” Sturtevant, “Oral history
interview,” AAA.
31
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ephemeral projects and performances that were often staged explicitly for the camera. Artists like
Vito Acconci, Bruce Nauman, and Dennis Oppenheim used the camera to record actions they
performed on their own bodies. Though women, most notably Carolee Schneemann, were
creating similar work at the time, curators and critics initially attributed what was termed “body
works” to a group of men, many of whom subjected their bodies to aggressive acts and overtly
masculine tests of endurance.34 Another group of artists, mostly women, used the camera to
capture performances of identity, often to exploit and undermine conventional gender
stereotypes.35 By the early 1970s, artists such as Eleanor Antin, Judy Chicago, Valie Export,
Suzy Lake, Ana Mendieta, and Adrian Piper were using photographic masquerades as an
empowering method of manipulating and controlling their own image.
Duchamp’s alter ego, Rrose Sélavy, as captured in numerous photographs by Man Ray,
provided a template for this type of work and several artists, including Nauman, Lynn Hershman
Leeson, Hannah Wilke, and Martha Wilson, produced images that directly referenced
Duchamp.36 In Captivating a Man (1972), Wilson adopted a pose from Duchamp’s Rrose
Sélavy, dressing as a man made up as a woman in what Jayne Wark referred to as “a kind of
double drag” [fig. 32].37 Though Sturtevant, who expressed little interest in feminism or gender
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dynamics, performed Duchamp performing with Duchamp Man Ray Portrait, it is noteworthy
that she never performed the knotty “double drag” of enacting the artist’s feminine alter ego.
Sturtevant’s approach to imaging, even when her own visage was not involved, was
perhaps most similar to Yayoi Kusama’s. Throughout the 1960s, Kusama produced numerous
images of her frequently nude body situated within her sculptural installations, some of which
were artificially constructed from spliced together photographs [fig. 33].38 Kusama used these
images, which collapsed artist and artwork into a single entity, to promote her exhibitions, thus
forming a public image that informed and at times conflicted with her work. For the artists
working in this vein, the body—their own bodies specifically—became the site or stage on
which art was enacted, recorded, and presented. Yet, as with the work of her peers, the “self”
Sturtevant presented in her images after Duchamp and Beuys was anything but simple. The
personas documented in the performative images created in the late 1960s and early 1970s were
multivalent, contradictory, and ambiguous: they were essentially selves composed of others.

“The Object is Crucial, It is Not Important”39
Beginning in 1967, Sturtevant quietly went about repeating what she referred to as Duchamp’s
“most crucial body of work,” the Readymades, though none would be exhibited until her
tripartite exhibition at the Everson Museum in 1973.40 Duchamp’s multiples had only recently
provided a model, and even actual blueprints, for reproducing his mass-manufactured objects by
hand, but Sturtevant never publicly revealed how her versions were produced, whether she or
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someone else crafted them by hand or she assembled them from ready-made parts.41 It stands to
reason that her process for repeating these very repeatable works was as widely variable as their
sources.42 Though critics loved to stress the significance of process to Sturtevant’s art—an early
article described her work as “celebrating ‘process’”—how the works were re-created was not as
important to the artist as how they functioned.43 “It’s not the object-in-itself but rather what
occurs,” she said in 2003, “that radical leap from image to concept.”44 The artist, after all,
continuously stressed, especially in relation to her Duchamps, that the individual artworks were
not as important as the “total phenomenon.”45 For this reason, Sturtevant’s readymades will be
discussed, after a brief overview, in further detail within the context of their photographic
records and, in the following chapter, their presentation within the Everson exhibition.
The first Readymade repeated by Sturtevant was Duchamp’s itinerant Sculpture de
voyage (Traveling Sculpture, 1918), a “multicolored cobweb” fashioned from “irregular strips”
of cut-up bathing caps, which could be variously assembled.46 As documented in photographs,
Duchamp initially arranged the indeterminate construction as a tangled mess of string and rubber
inside his apartment at 33 West 67th Street before he packed it up and brought it to Buenos Aires
in 1918, where he photographed a more modest, less intrusive configuration. Though
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Sturtevant’s Duchamp Sculpture de Voyage (1967) was subsequently lost, she photographed the
“traveling sculpture” in the style of Duchamp’s Buenos Aires image, pinned closely to a wall in
a V-shaped formation. The muted, black-and-white photograph accompanied Bijutsu Techo’s
1967 profile of the artist [fig. 34].47 In addition to recreating various Readymades, Sturtevant
also reproduced the imagery that had come to define them. Yet, Duchamp Sculpture de Voyage
was the only of Sturtevant’s readymades to be documented in a published image prior to the
Everson Museum exhibition catalogue. As with Duchamp’s originals, Sturtevant’s Duchamp
Porte-Bouteilles and Duchamp Bicycle Wheel (both 1969) were lost before they were ever
exhibited, but not before their silhouetted outlines made an appearance, along with the web of
rubber strips, in her photo engraving Duchamp Shadows Cast by Readymades (1970).48
In the months preceding her Everson exhibition, Sturtevant produced her Duchamp
Fountain (1973) and photographed it in the style of Stieglitz’s famous image, mounted atop an
under-sized white pedestal against a painterly backdrop [fig. 35]. Befitting the legacy of
Duchamp’s 1917 submission to the Society of Independent Artists, Sturtevant omitted her
Duchamp Fountain and its image from the exhibition catalogue, as if it too was not exhibited.
Conversely, Duchamp Porte-Bouteilles (1969), Duchamp Trébuchet (1973), and Duchamp
Porte-Chapeau (1973) are listed in the catalogue, though there is little or dubious evidence of
their inclusion in the exhibition or even, in the case of the hat rack, its very existence. Curiously,
the inscription Sturtevant placed on Duchamp Trébuchet dates the work to 1975, which was after
the Everson exhibition it was supposedly included in and squarely within her hiatus.49 With
47
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Sturtevant’s readymades, as was often the case with Duchamp’s, there is much confusion and
ambiguity about supposed dates of origin. The delayed reception of Sturtevant’s Duchamps, and
her project in general, even parallels that of Duchamp’s Readymades, which didn’t become
widely known until decades after their conception. With little written or photographic record of
the Everson exhibition—the initial presentation of her Duchampian exercises—Sturtevant’s
readymades had to wait to be revived, and often repeated yet again, by the artist in the 1990s.
Among the first “Duchamps” Sturtevant produced in 1967 were two of his three “erotic
objects,” Objet-dard (Dart/Art Object, 1951) and Coin de chasteté (Wedge of Chastity, 1954).50
Duchamp’s copper-electroplated sculptures, all created in the early 1950s and later produced in
various editions, were repurposed by-products of the casting process used to create the prone
female figure in Étant donnés (1946-66).51 Salvaged fragments of an earlier mold, the phallic
Objet-dard was actually a plaster support used around the figure’s left breast, and Coin de
chasteté was a countermold that fit into the genital area.52 A year after Duchamp finished Étant
donnés in secret—so before their full significance was known—Sturtevant produced multiple
versions of both sculptures. She formed Duchamp Objet-dard (1967) in Sculp-metal, a pliable
metal putty that mimicked the electroplated originals, and as a larger “scale model” in plaster.53
Numerous iterations of Sturtevant’s Duchamp Coin de chasteté (1967) exist, in various
combinations of bronze, dental plastic, plaster, and beeswax [fig. 36]. It is unclear how
50
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Sturtevant made the two sculptures, but a drawing she made of a series of contoured outlines on
graph paper indicates that the artist may have been able to trace or draw from close observation
one of several editions of Coin de chasteté.54
By their simple existence and references to the human body, Sturtevant’s erotic objects
draw attention to the question of their facture. If, as we now know, Duchamp’s were by-products
of casts made from the body of his lover Maria Martins, then from what (or of whom) were
Sturtevant’s cast or molded? Sturtevant did have experience casting life-sized figures in plaster
for her George Segal-like figures from this same period, though it would have been a lot of
trouble to create (and discard) a full-scale plaster positive just to produce a few mold fragments.
It is most likely that Sturtevant modeled these two sculptures by hand, since casts of the originals
would have yielded objects more similar in size to Duchamp’s, and casts of her own or another’s
body would have produced more markedly different forms—an indexical difference not
dissimilar to that created by her photographic masquerades. Yet, even the possibility that
Sturtevant’s repetitions were derived from casts of her own body creates what the artist might
have called a “powerful reversal” of the loaded gender dynamics operating within Duchamp’s
erotic objects and Étant donnés.

“Image Over Object”55
As with many of her repetitions, Sturtevant used her two versions of Duchamp Objet-dard to
create standalone images that distinguished her production from Duchamp’s. The two
photomontages, both titled Duchamp Scale Model for Objet-dard (1967), now appear
emblematic of the ways in which she employed and manipulated imagery to create new
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manifestations of existing objects.56 In each, Sturtevant spliced an image of one of her two
versions of Duchamp Objet-dard into photographs of two icons of modernist architecture, both at
Park Avenue and 53rd Street in Manhattan. In one image, Sturtevant photographically situated
her plaster “scale model” inside the glass-lined garden lobby of the Lever House, with the arc of
her “dart object” curving around the revolving door entryway [fig. 37]. It’s an ominous and at the
same time humorous image in which the phallic sculpture suggests a giant serpent slinking its
way into a corporate fortress. To create this photographic mashup, Sturtevant appropriated an
image of the newly minted and eerily vacant Lever House lobby that was taken by distinguished
architectural photographer Ezra Stoller.57 For the other collage, Sturtevant re-imagined the
smaller sculpt-metal Duchamp Objet-dard as a monumental objet d’art, plopped, like so much
public art, indiscriminately into the plaza of the Seagram building [fig. 38]. Though it resembles
an oversized bench, Sturtevant’s imagined monument is surprisingly fitting as an
anthropomorphic antidote to the stark, formulaic geometry of Ludwig Mies van der Rohe’s steel
and glass monolith. As Sturtevant recalled, she had to hire someone to photograph the Seagram
building from the desired angle, since she was prohibited from entering the Racquet and Tennis
Club across the street, which was, and still is, for men only.58 Sturtevant’s account of this
obstacle highlights how access and even visual perspective can be prohibitively gendered.
Since Sturtevant’s “scale model” photomontages were not strict repetitions of anything
Duchamp ever produced, they are excellent examples of how the artist expanded upon and
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updated the works she repeated to engage contemporary developments within the artworld. By
extending these intimate and corporeal objects into space—public space—Sturtevant re-framed
Duchamp’s sculpture as a public art proposal. As such, Sturtevant’s collages are consistent with
images produced by a boy’s club of artists in the late 1960s to envision, propose, and document
large-scale, site-specific projects. They are particularly reminiscent of the photo-sketches Claes
Oldenburg began producing in 1965 for his Proposed Colossal Monuments.59 For one such
photomontage, which accompanied David Bourdon’s January 1967 review of Scale Models and
Drawings at Dwan Gallery—an exhibition that may have precipitated Sturtevant’s own
collages—Oldenburg superimposed an image of a half-peeled banana onto another of a bustling
Times Square [fig. 39].60 For the sardonic Oldenburg, who admitted to being “obsessed with
phallic forms,” the banana was an irresistible subject for an over-sized monument, especially in
New York’s peep show district.61 With Duchamp’s similarly phallic objet as her source,
Sturtevant ridiculed what Oldenburg poked fun at: the overtly macho inclination to erect
monuments to “man’s” achievements.62 In the process, Sturtevant’s collages also laid claim to
what were conventionally masculine spaces—corporate plazas and lobbies—the only way a
woman could realize such a project at the time: through a photographic fiction.
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The sites Sturtevant selected for her scale models were not without significance: the
Lever House and the Seagram building, completed in 1952 and 1958 respectively, established
models for the kinds of privatized public spaces that would later become ubiquitous sites of
public art: plazas, courtyards, and garden lobbies.63 By 1967, when Sturtevant created her
photomontages, plazas were proliferating and public art was especially topical in New York.
That October, the Office of Cultural Affairs mounted the City’s first citywide municipal art
exhibition, Sculpture in Environment. Organized by Doris Freedman and Samuel Adams Green,
Sculpture in Environment placed sculptures by twenty-four artists in numerous public and private
outdoor sites from Harlem to Battery Park.64 In addition to the Seagram Building and Lever
House, where Barnett Newman’s Broken Obelisk (1963–67) and an untitled sculpture by Josef
Levi were installed, respectively, the curators situated works at the bases of the skyscraping
headquarters of CBS, Union Carbide, and Time-Life. Critics of the exhibition found that the
artworks were “dwarfed” and “reduced” by the towers, or too easily “absorbed” into their
surroundings.65 As John Perreault wrote for the Village Voice, “Works suffer from their
relationship to massive buildings with strong art ‘vibrations’ of their own.”66 Pressured to
compete with the towering urban landscape, the sculptures exhibited in Sculpture in Environment
and those that followed were often criticized for turning scale into content.67
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Several months after the public art exhibit, the critic Barbara Rose bemoaned what she
called the “problem of scale” in current sculpture: “What we are seeing today in many instances
is the replacement of content by scale.”68 Rose was primarily objecting to works “conceived on
one scale and executed on another,” meaning large-format sculptures that were indiscriminately
scaled up from studies, maquettes, and other small works—a process she compared to the
mechanical enlargement of photographic images.69 Rose’s evocation of photography was rooted
in her experience viewing reproductions in which sculptures were divorced from any context that
could provide a sense of scale. In the absence of scale, the critic argued, viewers invented the
scale of an object. Rose further distinguished between “actual scale,” which results from an
embodied viewing, and a more contingent version determined by photography, which “permits a
blowup to any scale, even the most gargantuan.”70 “Through the agency of the photograph,” she
wrote, “the viewer can mentally transform the intimate living-room art of early modern sculpture
into…outdoor monuments.”71 This is precisely what Sturtevant accomplished with her “scale
model” photomontages: she used photography to monumentalize one of Duchamp’s most
“intimate” objects.
According to Oldenburg, photomontage offered him a way to “combine two kinds of
scale—the landscape and the object—in a single space.”72 More specifically, Oldenburg’s
proposals conflated the intimate, domestic, and personal with the grandiose, collective, and
public. Writing this time of Oldenburg’s photo-sketches, Rose noted “the discrepancy between
the ‘reality’ of the photographed site and the absurdity of the scheme Oldenburg projected upon
68
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it.”73 Far from a documentary tool, the medium of photographic montage enabled Oldenburg and
others to envision, and even realize in image, what may have seemed like far-fetched
proposals.74 If we take Sturtevant’s photomontages for what they were—proposals for an
unrealized project—then photography can be understood as an especially empowering mode for
the artist, enabling her to manifest projects she was even more unlikely to realize than her male
peers. Had Sturtevant’s Duchamp Objet-dard been formerly proposed and carried through, in
either of its imaginary locales, it would have been one of the most prominent public artworks by
a woman at the time.75 Instead, Sturtevant spent the spring of 1967 deeply involved in the
recreation of Oldenburg’s Store, a monumental feat of its own kind, and one her artist-subject
was apparently unable to have a sense of humor about.76
As so thoroughly observed by Bruce Hainley, Sturtevant’s prolific and wide-ranging
activities in 1967 operated at the nexus of several “modes or moods” currently trending in the art
world: Pop art, Happenings, Judson Dance Theater, and the Duchamp revival.77 The scale model
photomontages illustrate that she was also responding to new forms of public art.78 The
burgeoning expansion of sculpture from the small confines of urban galleries to the vast and
often remote spaces of the public realm prompted the dealer John Gibson to open Projects for
Commissions in November 1967. His “pocket-sized gallery” sold ideas, exhibiting sketches,
models, and proposals for high-maintenance artworks that needed funding, sites, and
73
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fabrication—what he jokingly referred to as “mail order monuments.”79 For Gibson’s artists, like
Dennis Oppenheim, photography was often the medium through which their ideas were both
proposed and eventually documented. The actions Oppenheim conducted in snowy fields, such
as Annual Rings and Time Line (both 1968), were so ephemeral that they could only survive
through photographic documentation, having disappeared so soon after being created. Speaking
of the collector who might commission one of his works, Oppenheim said, “The person is going
to have to accept the photograph as the object.”80 Not only did Sturtevant’s photomontages of her
Duchamp Objet-dard appear to parody the aesthetics and ambitions of public art proposals and
other such grandiose projects, but they also illustrate that she understood how images had come
to replace objects. Appropriately, Sturtevant’s plaster Scale Model would succumb to this fate.
According to the artist, Gibson loaned this Duchamp Objet-dard for an exhibition during this
period but, claiming it had been broken beyond repair, the dealer never returned it.81
Exemplifying Sturtevant’s emphasis of images over objects, the photograph at least remains.
Around the same time she was producing the “scale model” photomontages, Sturtevant
was similarly using photography to create handcrafted records of her readymades. These
reproductions largely took the form of retouched and collaged miniatures, akin to those
Duchamp produced for his Boîte-en-valise. Officially titled From or by Marcel Duchamp or
Rrose Sélavy, Duchamp’s leather-clad suitcases contained a collection of 69 miniature
facsimiles, compiling what the artist deemed his most significant works into a “portable
museum.” The retrospective aspect of the Box emphasized the relationships formed between
Duchamp’s individual, often disparate, works. By design it was difficult even to isolate
79
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individual artworks for viewing as most two-dimensional reproductions were grouped together
on feuilles libres, double-sided folios. The viewer was thus encouraged to consider works in
relation to each other and as a totality—a body of work. As such, the Box laid the groundwork
for how historians, scholars, and curators would approach and understand Duchamp’s output.
Between 1967 and 1969, Sturtevant reproduced three of the doctored images Duchamp
included on one particular folio dedicated to his Readymades. Duchamp’s retouched and handcolored reproductions were based on three separate photographs of Readymades taken in situ—
installed rather casually in his various live-work spaces [fig. 40]. The earliest, which shows Hat
Rack hanging from the ceiling alongside a urinal and snow shovel, was likely taken by HenriPierre Roché in 1918; that same year, either Duchamp or his patron Katherine Dreier
documented the Buenos Aires iteration of Sculpture de voyage; and the third photograph, an
image of In Advance of the Broken Arm snapped by Man Ray in 1920, was primarily intended to
document the optical experiment Rotary Glass Plates.82 To produce the Boîte reproductions,
Duchamp had these photographs cropped and professionally retouched in 1940, coyly removing
excess clutter from the background, heightening the tonal contrast, and adding outlines so that
the objects in question stood out more prominently. Despite the availability of more efficient
processes, Duchamp had the resulting images reproduced as black-and-white collotypes and
hand-colored using the laborious, exacting, and time-consuming technique of pochoir, a
stenciling procedure that was more common to the patterned work of the decorative arts.83 This
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approach allowed Duchamp to embellish and aestheticize the artless snapshots he was using as
the basis for his reproductions.
The reproductions Duchamp created to represent his Readymades reveal the extent to
which many of the images in the Boîte-en-valise are manipulated. “For Duchamp,” as curator
and art historian Elena Filipovic observed, “the photograph is the recurrent site of contradiction,
deception, visual troubling.”84 Filipovic particularly noted how Duchamp’s Boîte-en-valise
images “resist credibility”: “What you see in Duchamp’s photographic reproductions is seldom
what was actually there.”85 Duchamp’s hand-colored reproduction of Sculpture de voyage, for
instance, is so heavily retouched that it is unclear whether or not the original photograph actually
documented the sculpture itself. Despite their inaccuracies, the images Duchamp produced for
his “portable museum” frequently formed the official and public record of what would become
his most important body of work. That Duchamp’s Readymades were more widely known
through photographs—not to mention the replicas—likely encouraged Sturtevant’s own
approach to these objects. At least initially, her selection of which Readymades to remake
appears to have been guided by their presence in these images, which served as proxies for the
actual objects. The readymades Sturtevant produced between 1967 and 1973 were those that
were most defined by their imagery.
Channeling the domestic studio environments captured by Roché, Dreier, and Man Ray,
Sturtevant created three photographic works, which were originally published in the 1973
Everson catalogue as Porte-Chapeau, In Advance of the Broken Arm, and Sculpture de Voyage
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(all dated 1968) [fig. 41].86 According to Peter Eleey, Sturtevant began hanging and
photographing her readymade Duchamps in her Paris apartment around 1967, just as the French
artist had done in New York and Buenos Aires fifty years prior. 87 The photographic collages,
which have not been previously examined, suggest this may not have been the case.88 The
foundation for each image—the backdrops for the objects in question—is a photograph taken in
a domestic setting, each centered like Duchamp’s around a doorframe. The pictures may have
been taken in Sturtevant’s flat, as documented in one case, but close inspection reveals that the
objects themselves were not photographed but drawn in.89 It appears that Sturtevant may have
even created two of the images before producing the objects they supposedly document. By
constructing her own photo-documentation—even in the absence of originals—Sturtevant
recreated a crucial aspect of Duchamp’s Readymades: their meticulously enacted reproductions.
To create her Boîte-style reproduction of Duchamp Sculpture de voyage (1969),
Sturtevant collaged separate images of a lamp, a side table, and possibly a couch onto an
apartment scene. Above the couch, a tidy cobweb appears to hang from a line that is pinned to
the wall and extends from the doorframe. Even though Sturtevant had already created and
photographed the sculpture in 1967, and later included it (or a similar construction) in her
Duchamp Shadows Cast by Readymades (1970), it does not appear in this photograph. Instead,
the artist rendered the sculpture in gouache and what looks like graphite. Sturtevant subsequently
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created what she referred to as a “painted model of Duchamp Sculpture de voyage,” applying
gouache to a cropped copy of this altered photograph.90 The images Sturtevant produced to
represent Duchamp Porte-chapeau (1967) and Duchamp In Advance of the Broken Arm (1967)
are even more clearly manipulated: the wobbly lines of the small section of a bicycle wheel that
defines one corner of the latter image betray any attempt at photorealism; the shovels in both
works are clearly added with pencil and gouache, as is the silhouette of the hat rack, which looks
like a tracing of the one appearing in Lebel’s monograph. Sturtevant omitted the suspended
urinal from her hat rack image, reinforcing that sculpture’s exclusion from the Everson catalogue
and distancing her image from Duchamp’s.
The obviously fabricated nature of Sturtevant’s images bluntly mirrors the degree to
which Duchamp’s own images, far from documentary photographs, were manufactured.
Sturtevant’s quasi-photographic images may not have been as meticulously crafted as
Duchamp’s but, as a former prop stylist, she was well trained in the art of making something
look presentable through mediation. As hastily assembled and crudely rendered as they appear to
be, Sturtevant’s process photos were likely never meant to be seen.91 The artist rather used these
retouched prints to reproduce other, more final images—those reproduced in the Everson
catalogue. After all, when reproduced as photocopies the inadequacies of the doctored images
are less noticeable and therefore more convincing. Produced independently of the sculptures they
were designed to represent, these manufactured images nevertheless reveal how Sturtevant was
as interested in the imaging of Duchamp’s works as in the objects themselves.
Duchamp’s pliable Sculpture de voyage proves to be a frequent touchstone in
Sturtevant’s photographic works, likely because each iteration of the contingent, adaptable object
90
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emphasized how difference is created through repetition. In 1970, Sturtevant used Duchamp
Sculpture de voyage to produce two additional photographic works that explore alternative
methods for representing objects through images. The artist repurposed the rubber strips and two
other readymades to produce Duchamp Shadows Cast by Readymades, a photoengraving in an
unlimited edition, though the works do not appear directly [fig. 42]. Rather, Sturtevant’s image
depicts shadows cast by subsequently lost versions of Duchamp Porte-Bouteilles and Duchamp
Bicycle Wheel, along with some variation of her Duchamp Sculpture de voyage.92 Fragments, or
figments, of a wheel and a bottle rack occupy opposite corners of the picture’s frame, while the
scrappy “traveling sculpture”—here supported by string, wire shirt hangers, and who knows
what else—produces a sinewy and formless net of shadows throughout. Sturtevant’s image most
directly recalls Duchamp’s Ombres portées (Cast Shadows, 1918), a photograph that captured
the interwoven shadows of several Readymades as arranged in his apartment, but it also evokes
the web of twine he contributed to the First Papers of Surrealism exhibition in 1942.93
Duchamp’s image, which is dominated by the specter of his Sculpture de voyage, was
likely taken at or around the same time as a 1918 photograph showing the same installation from
a different angle [figs. 43-44].94 The pair of images, representing two visualizations of the same
sculpture, are of the same ilk as other contemporaneous photographs Duchamp used to capture
the informal but staged arrangements of his evasive Readymades, some of which were later
92
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reconfigured for the Boîte-en-valise. The small scale of Sturtevant’s photoengraving, which was
printed the size of a catalogue reproduction, gives it the appearance of a detail excised from one
such photograph.95 By persistently drawing our attention to the images Duchamp produced, and
not just the objects themselves, Sturtevant underscored the ways in which her artist-subject
mobilized imagery to represent, materialize, and complicate his objects.
As was typical of her repetitions, Sturtevant’s image of cast shadows did not precisely
replicate Duchamp’s. She employed objects he did not, such as the bottle rack, and omitted
others. In the lower right corner of her photoengraving, Sturtevant added a subtle reference to a
work she is not known to have repeated in three dimensions. Blending into the formless
arrangement produced by her traveling sculpture is a shadow resembling one of the wooden slats
from Duchamp’s 3 Standard Stoppages. Created by recording the forms of three meter-long
threads dropped from a meter in height, the work was Duchamp’s first experiment with
randomness, or what he called “canned chance.”96 Though the stoppages were not known to have
been included in the arrangement of objects Duchamp staged in his apartment, Sturtevant
recognized that they were not unrelated to his shadow play.
Around the same time Duchamp photographed Sculpture de voyage and its shadows, he
combined imagery derived from his Readymades and 3 Standard Stoppages to create his last oil
painting, Tu m’ (1918) [fig. 45].97 The frieze-like painting, which was commissioned by
Katherine Dreier for her library, contains a litany of contradictory representational systems,
including trompe l’oeil realism, iconography, traced shadows, actual objects, and perspectival
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studies. Most prominently, the painting features pencil tracings of the enlarged and distorted
shadows cast by a bicycle wheel, a hat rack, and a corkscrew.98 A bottlebrush that protrudes from
a hyperrealistically painted tear in the canvas—itself “mended” by three safety pins—adds its
own actual, and ever-shifting shadows to the painted surface.99 “The picture,” as art historian
William Rubin observed in 1968, “recapitulates the span from the shadow of an object to the
illusion of an object to the object itself.”100 Within the same painting, 3 Standard Stoppages is
similarly represented in multiple modes. Painted contours of the three “stoppages” appear in the
lower left corner and a series of lines, seemingly traced from the wooden slats, form the basis of
an exercise in four-dimensional perspective on the right half of the painting. Though the
Readymades and 3 Standard Stoppages are discrete projects, Duchamp connected them through
his idiosyncratic interpretation of the fourth dimension, which he gave form to in Tu m’.
As an index of representational methods, Tu m’ manifests tensions between the actual and
the signified. In a note titled “Cast Shadows,” Duchamp described his intention to use shadows
to “obtain a hypophysical analysis of the successive transformations of objects.”101 Inspired by
this passage, art historian David Joselit observed that the painting “performs the disappearance of
the object world into its own multiple and unstable representations.”102 An example of an object
disappearing into its representation is embedded into Tu m’: the corkscrew. Though the wheel
and hat rack are recognized as core Readymades, the corkscrew was never signed, inscribed, nor
98
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nominated as an official work. Responding to an inquiry about the status of the corkscrew,
Duchamp told Arturo Schwarz, “One may consider the shadow of the corkscrew as a Readymade
rather than the corkscrew itself.”103 The corkscrew’s shadow is therefore a sign—a type of
representation—that supersedes the object. The troubling of image and object that Duchamp
produced within Tu m’ is particularly pertinent to Sturtevant’s project, and the shadowy stoppage
that appears in her photoengraving is analogous to Duchamp’s corkscrew: an artwork that exists
in representation only, a sign without a referent.
Sturtevant included another hand-drawn allusion to Duchamp’s “canned meters” in the
variation of “Shadows Cast” that forms part of her photomontage Duchamp Triptych for View
(1970), an obscure reference to the elaborate photo-construction Frederick Kiesler designed in
1945 as an homage to Duchamp [figs. 46-47].104 Sturtevant later admitted that she often left
“mistakes” in her repetitions, hints that made it easier for critics and other viewers to establish
difference through a one-to-one comparison with the reference work.105 More than simple clues
though, the “stoppages” Sturtevant inserted into these two semi-photographic works are
insightful additions that altered the function and meaning of her source material. Adapting
Duchamp’s Ombrés portées and Sculpture de voyage to include elements from Three Standard
Stoppages, Sturtevant created her own amalgamated construction, which revised, renewed, and
extended Duchamp’s project, while making each constituent part wholly her own.
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The Everson Catalogue: “I am Not Making Copies”106
Sturtevant’s Duchamp Triptych for View resembles a hand pressing an image against the glass
scanning bed of a photocopy machine, in effect further compressing the implied depth of the
collaged image.107 The xerographic aesthetic of the collage is especially fitting since Sturtevant
first published it as a photocopied reproduction in Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’ Actions
and Objects Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film. Conceived and designed by Sturtevant to
accompany the 1973 exhibition of the same title, the unconventional catalogue was entirely
comprised of faded grayscale illustrations of photocopies two or three times removed from the
originals [fig. 48].108 The artist had previously, in 1971, used photocopied reproductions to create
a limited edition artist’s book of “studies” done after Joseph Beuys.109 Two years later,
Sturtevant “insisted” the Everson Museum produce her photocopied master using the more
conventional method of offset printing.110 Both publications must have seemed like taunting bait
to the many critics who accused her of being a mere copyist. Within the catalogue, the
reproductions of the paintings, sculptures, photographs, films, drawings, and collages Sturtevant
created in the image of works by Warhol, Beuys, and Duchamp are highly degraded but
intentionally so. The ghostly, static-laden images—copies of copies of copies—were so poorly
reproduced that they hardly resemble the artworks they were ostensibly intended to represent.
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Sturtevant, draft of unsent letter to Reinhard Onnasch, March 17, 1971, Sturtevant Papers, AAA; Hainley quotes
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Employing a process originally patented as “electrophotography,” Sturtevant created
camera-less images using what had become, by the early 1970s, ubiquitous technology of
reproduction.111 After the introduction, in 1960, of the Xerox 914, the first fully automatic,
commercial photocopier, the machines rapidly proliferated, becoming an indispensible part of
the modern office. With his palm print image, Kiesler may have accidentally stumbled onto a
kind of scanning bed aesthetic—a variation on what Leo Steinberg would later refer to as the
“flatbed picture plane.”112 With Duchamp Triptych and the Studies for catalogue, Sturtevant was
consciously responding to a visual culture increasingly defined by reproducibility. Among
artists, Sturtevant was not alone in employing copy machines. By the mid-1960s, Barbara T.
Smith, Edward Meneeley, Bruno Munari, and Mel Bochner had begun using photocopiers to
produce original artworks and self-publish magazines, pamphlets, and artist’s books.113 When
Sturtevant created her own book of photocopies, she was likely familiar with the publication-asexhibition commonly known as the “Xerox Book,” curator Seth Siegelaub’s 1968 collection of
original photocopied contributions by seven conceptual artists.114 Like Sturtevant’s catalogue,
the “Xerox Book” was printed using conventional offset lithography, even though the works
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within were produced on a photocopier.115 Unlike the “Xerox Book,” which was the exhibition
itself, Sturtevant’s catalogue referenced and accompanied an actual exhibition, yet, by its unique
design and aesthetic, it is also a discreet work of art.
The catalogue begins with reproductions of Sturtevant’s Warhol Marilyn paintings, and
the serial repetition within and across these images reinforces and mimics the mechanical
reproduction of the photocopies. Not surprisingly, Warhol was among those artists
experimenting with Xerox machines; their capacity to cheaply reproduce and circulate images
must have appealed to him.116 In fall 1973, around the same time Sturtevant was photocopying
images of her Warhol Marilyns, Warhol produced a series of three hundred sequential
photocopies of a traced portrait of Mao Zedong, progressively distorting and enlarging the
images until they became unrecognizable abstractions [fig. 49].117 Whether or not Sturtevant was
aware of Warhol’s xerographic edition, the type of photomechanical deterioration she performed
on her Warhol Marilyns was not so dissimilar to one that Warhol employed in his painting
Marilyn Diptych (1962), in which the artist alternately used overly or poorly inked silkscreens to
create variably degraded transfers of the same image. Sturtevant’s own two-paneled Marilyn
painting, Warhol Diptych (1973), is featured on the catalogue’s cover and illustrated within, split
into two images over separate pages.118 Reduced to hazy grayscale reproductions, the two panels
of Sturtevant’s diptych—one on a punchy orange ground, the other in smeared black and
115
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white—resemble each other more than they would otherwise.119 Art historian Thomas Crow
described Warhol’s Marilyn Diptych as “a stark and unresolved dialectic of presence and
absence.”120 With the intentionally inadequate illustrations of her Everson catalogue, Sturtevant
highlighted a similar tension between presence and absence: her various repetitions after Warhol,
Beuys, and Duchamp are simultaneously accounted for and negated by the poor reproductions.
The “Duchamp” section of Studies for is bookended by Sturtevant’s own image,
beginning with Duchamp Dechiravit pour Nico (1970), a silhouetted self-portrait in profile, and
closing with three film stills of the artist performing the “Nude” in her Duchamp Nu descendant
un escalier. With a few notable exceptions, including her bottle rack, coat hanger, and urinal,
Sturtevant reproduced most of her Duchampian works from the preceding years in the catalogue.
Photographs of her various role-playing masquerades are included, along with two versions of
her Duchamp L.H.O.O.Q.—mustachioed and shaved. Yet only one of her readymade sculptures,
Duchamp Bicycle Wheel, is represented by a direct photograph of the object.121 Duchamp
Fountain is neither listed nor illustrated—an omission made even more glaring considering the
artist had recreated Alfred Stieglitz’s famous image. The rest appear by proxy, either within
Sturtevant’s shadow play images or her trifecta of Boîte-style reproductions [fig. 50-51]. As
reproduced here, these crude images, which bear no direct connection to the physical objects
they are meant to document, are more convincing in their deception. That Sturtevant’s twodimensional collages and drawings were presented in this deteriorated format might explain why
they were so haphazardly assembled: Sturtevant produced them only to be reproduced.
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Though Duchamp was extremely meticulous when producing his photographic
reproductions, Sturtevant realized how little was needed to achieve resemblance, especially when
the images were going to be further degraded by the copy machine. A close study of Sturtevant’s
1967 and 1969 versions of Duchamp Wanted, the latter of which was reproduced in the Everson
catalogue, reveals the roughshod construction of some of her early photographic
manipulations.122 Sturtevant produced her collages by directly altering black-and-white
reproductions of Duchamp’s Wanted/$2,000 Reward, making them more similar to modified
Readymades like L.H.O.O.Q. Like the Boîte-style reproductions, each is filled with editing and
retouching marks. Where they are not blotted out with white paint, the traced letters of the titular
words are visible at the edges of Sturtevant’s blocky red letters. On the earlier version, Sturtevant
haphazardly cut and pasted letters from other words on the poster, repurposing the copy to add
her name to the list of aliases. Such details are hardly evident though in the Everson catalogue’s
photocopied reproduction, further troubling the distinction between Sturtevant’s repetition and
any type of original.
Duchamp’s Wanted is one of his many works—like the Underwood typewriter cover,
Traveler’s Folding Item (1916)—defined by versions produced after lost and sometimes
undocumented originals.123 Duchamp used a blurry photograph of the original to reconstruct
Wanted for the Boîte-en-valise in 1938, a version that was later reprinted on the poster for his
1963 retrospective.124 Once again, the images most commonly understood to be originals are far
from such. When Sturtevant revisited her own originals in 1992, she reproduced a cleaned-up,
122
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typeset version of the image as an offset print, just as Duchamp had done when he produced his
own as a lithograph in 1961.125 Acknowledging that her print was completely divorced from
Duchamp’s “original,” Sturtevant provocatively set her name in bold red type, making a clear
claim of authorship on this repeated imagery.
Though Sturtevant produced Studies for to accompany an exhibition, the catalogue
functions more like an artist’s book, challenging the conventional role of exhibition catalogues as
purely supplementary documents. Yet, given the paucity of documentation and public accounting
of Sturtevant’s first institutional exhibition, the catalogue serves as its primary historical record,
even if it proves insufficient. With no surviving checklist, the “Work” list provided at the back of
the catalogue is the only comprehensive record of what might have been included in the
exhibition.126 With this distinctive catalogue, Sturtevant achieved the contrasting goals of putting
her work down on record, while complicating that very record by creating inadequate and at
times misleading visual documents. Her poorly registered photocopies intentionally pushed the
limits of representation. The artist, who sought to “throw out representation,” was testing just
how far removed reproductions could get from the objects they purported to represent.127
Sturtevant’s reproductions, simulations, and shadow plays illustrate the extent to which
all of her photographic documents are constructed, existing at least one step (and oftentimes
more) removed from the objects themselves. What Sturtevant produced with each of her
repetitions was not simply a photographic record of an action or object, but rather a new
manifestation of the idea as an image. Whether she was performing for the camera or
125
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reproducing imagery, Sturtevant demonstrated a keen understanding of the vital role of imaging
in the construction, presentation, and circulation of any artwork. This is especially clear with the
works she generated in relation to Duchamp, an artist who displayed a similar understanding of
how images determined the artwork. Throughout her career, Sturtevant used photography as a
means to generate new content and material from the imagery of others. As we will see in the
following chapter, which examines how Sturtevant presented her “Duchamps” within her
Everson Museum exhibition, the artist also used installation strategies to dynamically foreground
her photographic works.
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Chapter Three – Space as Object: Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags, 1973

Sturtevant did not exhibit most of her “Duchamps” until 1973, when she assembled them into an
installation for her Everson Museum exhibition. Titled Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’
Actions and Objects Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film, the exhibition featured one gallery each
devoted to Sturtevant’s “Warhols’,” “Beuys’,” and “Duchamps’,” and a fourth room that
featured simultaneous projections of three films, one pertaining to her work after each artist.
Though the exhibition can now be understood as crucial to her larger body of work, particularly
because she repeatedly revisited and repurposed the material for other projects, it went virtually
unnoticed at the time. The exhibition’s reception, or lack thereof, can be seen as precipitating, at
least in part, Sturtevant’s decade-long withdrawal from the artworld. After a prolific period that
began with her solo exhibition at Bianchini Gallery in 1965 and ended with the presentation of
her Dreams that Money Can Buy Duchamp Segment at “Spring Gallery 68,” Sturtevant’s
productivity cooled off considerably. Over the next five years, she only appeared in four
exhibitions and two were the same exhibition repeated in consecutive years.1 In this period, most
of her publicly known activities occurred in Paris, where she was spending more time; her work
maintained only a nominal presence in New York, let alone the remote city of Syracuse. Though
she was still actively developing new projects, like her abandoned doubling of Michael Heizer’s
Double Negative, the public awareness of her work was waning by the time she had her most
substantial exhibition to date.2

1

Sturtevant presented the same exhibition of her “Martial Raysses” twice at Galerie Givaudan, Paris, from March
17–22 in 1969 and 1970. Also in Paris, she participated in the 1969 Salon de mai, where she exhibited a “triple
plagiarism,” a “fake Segal plus a fake Lichtenstein plus a fake Jasper Johns.” Luce Hoctin, “A quoi bon dissoudre le
Salon de Mai?,” L’Œil, no. 174–175 (June/July 1969): 42. Her only exhibition appearance in New York during this
period was a 1971 solo show at Reese Palley Gallery, Studies for De Maria’s New York is Shit (October 20–30).
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The “Heizer” project was abandoned for lack of funding. Hainley, Under the Sign of [sic], 207–26.
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It was James Harithas, the Museum’s rabble-rousing “activist director,” who invited
Sturtevant to mount an exhibition at the Everson, and dedicated all four galleries of the
museum’s upper floor to her presentation.3 In addition to Sturtevant, whom he had previously
worked with while the director of Reese Palley Gallery in New York, Harithas made a strong
effort to exhibit women artists at the Everson, notably giving Yoko Ono and Joan Mitchell their
first museum exhibitions.4 With his assistant curator David Ross, Harithas established the first
video art department in the country, supporting the pioneering work of Nam June Paik, Juan
Downey, and Peter Campus. Under his progressive leadership, the Everson promoted regional
artists and developed community-oriented projects, most notably the Prison Arts Program with
Auburn State Prison, which resulted in several local presentations and a traveling exhibition,
From Within.5
Harithas was also known for courting controversy. The Everson came under fire for not
flying a flag on its grounds and was frequently accused of indecency: most notably, the
November 1972 staging of Hermann Nitsch’s bloody 39th Action was labeled a “religious orgy”
and John De Andrea’s lifelike sculpture of two nude African-American boys playing soccer
caused a “grand brouhaha.”6 Harithas might have expected Sturtevant’s exhibition—potentially
perceived by the public as fakes or forgeries—to generate similar outrage. In fact, the
exhibition’s press release announces Sturtevant’s work as “provocative,” “challenging,” and
“problematic,” and her project is described as “one of the most controversial decisions in the
3
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6
“Museum in Syracuse Accused of ‘Orgy’,” The New York Times, November 23, 1972, 50; Peter Schjeldahl,
“Utterly Lifelike, Yes, But is it Anything More?,” The New York Times, December 23, 1973, D23.
4

79

history of art,” one which has “made her an object of continuing critical disapproval.”7 A local
art critic responded ambivalently in the lone review of Sturtevant’s exhibition: “If the Everson
means to stir up a new controversy with this show, I doubt they’ll succeed—people are too busy
worrying about the energy crisis and what to give Uncle John for Christmas.”8 It didn’t help that,
at the time, the Everson was receiving more attention, locally and nationally, for the Prison Art
Program and Harithas’s political activism than for their exhibitions.9
Despite the remote setting and the diminishing interest in her work—not to mention the
bustle of the holiday season and competition from the news cycle (Vietnam, Watergate, and the
aforementioned oil crisis)—Sturtevant’s exhibition, which opened on November 16, 1973, was
well timed and perhaps intentionally so. Duchamp’s largest and first posthumous retrospective
was currently on view at the Philadelphia Museum of Art and would open at the Museum of
Modern Art shortly after Sturtevant’s “Duchamps” were presented across the state.10 Beuys’s
first trip to the United States—a ten-day lecture tour scheduled for mid-January—was being
publicized in all of the art magazines.11 In the fall of 1973, the same magazines were littered with
articles about Duchamp and, to a lesser extent, Beuys. On October 18th, works by several of
Sturtevant’s artist-subjects, including Warhol, were sold without benefit to the artists in the
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notorious auction of Ethel and Robert C. Scull’s collection at Sotheby Parke Bernet.12 Regardless
of its topicality, Sturtevant’s exhibition was only reviewed by one Syracuse newspaper and went
unacknowledged in the national media.
The morning after the opening, the Syracuse Herald-Journal reported of the “novel
exhibit” on view at the Everson, describing Sturtevant as “an artist who specializes in recreations
of works by other artists.”13 On November 26, the art critic for the Syracuse Post-Standard,
Gordon Muck, offered a review by omission. His “Art Views & News” column announced, “A
wide ranging series of exhibitions opened recently at the Everson Museum, all unique and two of
outstanding quality.”14 He ignored Sturtevant’s exhibition until the final line of his review: “This
controversial and provocative exhibition…will be reviewed at a later time.”15 Sturtevant’s
exhibition—the most substantial on view—was apparently too hot to handle, and Muck’s review
was postponed, saved for a later date that never came.16
Sturtevant’s exhibition did elicit a more extensive response from at least one area critic.
One week after Muck took a hard pass on the show, Ann Hartranft’s review, “Everson Spotlights
Trio,” appeared in the Sunday magazine of the Syracuse Herald-American. Though she quotes at
length from Everson’s press release, she does so only to dismiss the verbiage as “ho-hum.”17 But
the press release, which stressed that Sturtevant’s “interest lies not in the fabrication of specific
objects, but in total intellectual and esthetic structure,” reads like it was crafted with input from
12
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the artist.18 One section partially cited in the review makes a direct comparison with Duchamp:
“Although Elaine Sturtevant’s esthetic position is not avowedly ‘Anti-Art,’ her problematic body
of work—like Marcel Duchamp’s, before her—imperils traditional conceptions of art.”19
Hartranft takes issue with the avant-garde claims made on behalf of an artist she considered a
mere copyist. Yet she makes no attempt to confront what was so “problematic” about
Sturtevant’s project, reducing it instead to a matter of ethics: “The heavy question at issue is
whether or not one artist ought to copy another’s work.”20 Hartranft’s matter-of-fact accounting
of the exhibition is generally devoid of any critique or contextualization: she reduces
Sturtevant’s Warhols to “the familiar face of Marilyn Monroe;” her Beuyses to “more felt and
white paste;” and her Duchamps to “a snow shovel leaning against a wall.”21 The critic makes no
mention of Warhol’s morbid fascination with celebrity or the 1938 Surrealist exhibition, and she
appears to be ignorant of the references made to Beuys’s most quintessential materials,
describing the fat as “white paste.”22
The three bodies of work Sturtevant assembled for the exhibition engaged with a trifecta
of near-mythic artists: “Beuys Duchamp Warhol,” as the exhibition was erroneously titled in the
press release and most published records. Sturtevant’s variations on Warhol’s very “familiar”
Marilyn silkscreens filled one gallery, running the gamut from the spare Warhol Gold Marilyn
(1973), which featured a lone silkscreen centered on large expanse of gold paint, to the serial
repetition of the two-paneled Warhol Marilyn Diptych. The “Beuys” room contained four fat and
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felt sculptures by Sturtevant, including Beuys I-Beams (1973), three felt-covered steel beams
that, at forty feet long, towered over her Beuys Fat Corner (1969/73) and Beuys Fat, Felt,
Copper Elements (1973).23 For what can be termed, based on the exhibition’s title, the
“Duchamps’ Etc.” gallery, Sturtevant assembled several of her readymades under the imposing
mass of several hundred suspended coal sacs. More than a re-creation, Sturtevant’s installation
recombined disparate elements from Duchamp’s œuvre to produce something entirely her own.
As she had done with her first two solo exhibitions, Sturtevant treated the installation as the
work-in-itself.
Three films were presented in a darkened fourth gallery: the previously discussed Dreams
That Money Can Buy Duchamp Segment (1968); Study for Various Beuys Films (c. 1971), a
compilation of Sturtevant’s reenactments of Beuys’s most telegenic moments; and Warhol
Empire (1972), a seemingly static recording of the Empire State Building at night.24 Projected
simultaneously and alongside each other, the films tied the three artists together and suggest that
the exhibition should similarly be understood as a collective enterprise or, to use Sturtevant’s
term, a “total phenomenon.”25

The 1938 Exposition Internationale du Surréalisme
Unmentioned by Hartranft and perhaps unrecognized by other visitors to the Everson,
Sturtevant’s “Duchamps’ Etc.” gallery drew on several core elements from the artist’s
installation designs for the 1938 Exposition Internationale du Surréalisme: a ceiling lined with
23
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coal bags, an iron brazier, and revolving doors. Though never an official member of the
Surrealist movement, Duchamp was enlisted or, in his own words, “borrowed from the ordinary
world” by the group in late 1937 to assist with an upcoming exhibition at the Galerie Beaux-Arts
in Paris.26 In his official capacity as the exhibition’s “Générateur-Arbitre” [Generator-Arbiter]—
in effect, a curator—Duchamp was happy to fulfill the Surrealist’s desire for a setting as
disorienting and metaphorical as their art.27
Duchamp’s main charge was the central exhibition gallery, which directly followed the
“Rue Surréaliste,” a hall of artist-designed mannequins.28 After abandoning his original idea to
suspend “hundreds of bulging open umbrellas with their domes turned downwards,” Duchamp
opted instead to transform the posh, well-lit gallery into a darkened grotto [fig. 52].29 As Man
Ray recounted, “The red carpet and period furniture were removed. The daylight ceiling was
blocked out with several hundred coal bags.”30 Though they were stuffed with newspaper, the
sacs still contained residual coal dust, which intermittently fell on the art and viewers below. On
a raised mound Duchamp placed a perforated iron brazier, which was outfitted with electric light
and converted into a rustic, floor-bound chandelier.31 Other than the flashlights distributed by
Man Ray at the opening, the stove was the only light source, at least during the sensational
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opening night vernissage.32 Duchamp initially intended to install motion-sensored lights for the
paintings—“magic eyes” that would be activated by approaching viewers.33 As Elena Filipovic
notes, the flashlights functioned in a similar way, bringing the viewer close to the work and
promoting a corporeal, rather than purely retinal, engagement with the art on display.34 Like
most other aspects of the exhibition design, the lighting shifted attention from the individual
works to the immersive experience of viewers within this theatrical mise-en-scène.
One of Duchamp’s lesser-known curatorial contributions, the incorporation of several
revolving doors as picture-hanging devices, achieved a similar shift in focus [fig. 53]. As
documented by Marcel Jean, a participant in and early chronicler of the show, “on each side of
the brazier, the tetrahedrons of two revolving doors served as display-boards for graphic
works.”35 Though Duchamp discussed the doors with Pierre Cabanne in 1966 and the idea is
most often attributed to him, they have curiously never been considered an artwork.36 This is
surprising not only because Duchamp officially entered the coal bags and brazier into his œuvre,
but also because so many of his ideas and activities have retroactively been accepted as official
works of art.37 As readymade objects that resonated with Duchamp’s interests in glass, rotation,
thresholds, commerce, and the shop window, the revolving doors were also consistent with the
artist’s installation strategies. Hardly a minor element of the installation, the revolving doors
provided a dynamic alternative to the wall-hanging pictures, even though they were fixed in
32
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place. Just as he inverted the functions of other elements of the gallery, placing the light fixture
on the floor and “carpeting” the ceiling with coal sacs, Duchamp challenged the conventional
role of walls by hanging art on the revolving doors.38 If the Surrealist’s goal was to create an
atmosphere greatly at odds with conventional exhibitions—one that in many ways undermined
the individual works in favor of the installation as a whole—then the revolving doors should be
understood as significant contributions to its overall design. Understanding that the door was
critical to the dynamics of Duchamp’s installation design, Sturtevant incorporated a revolving
door in her own installation, hanging her two-dimensional “Duchamps” on its glass panes.
Several accounts of the Surrealist exhibition, including those by Duchamp, Jean, and
Man Ray, were available to Sturtevant in the years preceding her Everson exhibition. Duchamp’s
1959 monograph included a full-page photograph of the installation, as well as brief descriptions
by the book’s author Robert Lebel and the novelist Henri-Pierre Roché. In The History of
Surrealist Painting (1960), Jean referred to the grotto-like scene as an “object-picture.”39 In the
exhibition catalogue for Dada, Surrealism and Their Heritage (1968), William Rubin described
the 1938 exhibition as a “total environment” and compared the opening to “a kind of
Happening.”40 Ian Dunlop’s The Shock of the New, published in 1972, featured an entire chapter
on the exhibition, which included several photographs that captured all three elements repeated
by Sturtevant.41
The following year, Duchamp’s first posthumous retrospective featured a large-scale
enlargement of an installation photograph from the 1938 exhibition [fig. 54]. Yet one photograph
38
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could not possibly communicate in full the exhibition’s disruptive spectacle or, for that matter,
Duchamp’s approach to exhibition making in general. As outlined earlier, Duchamp was
responsible for the organization, design, and mounting of numerous exhibitions, ranging from
the subtly subversive interventions of the Société Anonyme gallery to the absurd dynamism of
his Surrealist collaborations. Thanks in large part to Duchamp’s contributions, the 1938 show
upended stale conventions of exhibition and display, a spirit entirely absent from his posthumous
retrospective. Lacking both Étant donnés and the original Large Glass, curators at the Museum
of Modern Art at least acknowledged Duchamp’s initial design for the 1938 exhibition by
suspending three rows of white umbrellas from the ceiling of the long entrance corridor [fig. 55].
At the same moment, Duchamp’s adventurous and iconoclastic approach to exhibition making
was far more present in Sturtevant’s Everson Museum exhibition. Offering a stark alternative to
retrospection, Sturtevant’s “Duchamps’ Etc.” installation pulled Duchamp’s work forward,
honoring its innovation while making it her own.

The “Duchamps’ Etc.” Installation at the Everson Museum
In spite of its inaccuracies, Hartranft’s review for the Syracuse Herald-American helps provide
substantial clarification of what was in Sturtevant’s “Duchamps’ Etc.” installation. After
dismissively describing the gallery as “containing some objects,” she elaborated: “A snow shovel
leaning against a wall, an upside-down urinal, a steel barrel full of holes and a revolving door
pasted with a variety of memorabilia. Suspended from the ceiling of this room are hundreds of
potato sacks.”42 Thanks to this curt description, which is the extent of her account, we at least
know that Sturtevant exhibited Duchamp In Advance of the Broken Arm (1968), Duchamp
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Fountain (1973), Duchamp Coal Stove (1973), and Duchamp Revolving Door (1973)—all
arranged under Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags (1973).43
The coal bag ceiling and brazier-cum-chandelier were Duchamp’s most notorious
contributions to the 1938 exhibition. For Sturtevant, the mass of bags served to darken and
compress the gallery space, while the perforated steel drum would have produced dramatic
spotlights, both elements tying the works within together as a unified whole.44 Sturtevant’s
burlap sacks were also not full of coal, but like their prototypes they were meant to appear so.45
Likening the 1938 installation to a mine, art historian David Hopkins suggested that the frequent
coalminer’s strikes in France in the 1930s—“a period of constant industrial unrest”—could have
inspired Duchamp’s selection of coal bags.46 Sturtevant’s recreation of the coal bag installation
was politically pertinent as well, since the Everson exhibition occurred amid the peak of the 1973
oil shortage, which found the United States and other countries increasingly reliant on coal as an
alternative fuel.47 Though Hartranft mentioned the “energy crisis” as a worrisome distraction
from the frivolities of the artworld, she did not draw a direct connection between Sturtevant’s
installation and any current events.
Though many of Sturtevant’s installations, especially her early exhibitions, were known
primarily through one installation image, there is no definitive photographic view of her Everson
43
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exhibition, let alone the “Duchamps’ Etc.” gallery, and only a handful images were published
many years later. Images recently obtained by the author from the Everson Museum’s archives
and the photographer Marianne Barcellona, though necessarily limited, reveal crucial aspects of
the installation [fig. 56].48 An unpublished picture taken by Robert Lorenz for the Museum might
have been Sturtevant’s preferred image of the installation.49 As captured in the photograph,
Sturtevant installed the dropped ceiling of coal bags at a downward sloping angle, drawing
viewers towards the projected image of Duchamp Shadows Cast by Readymades [fig. 57].50 With
a continuously running opaque projector, which photorealist painters commonly used at the time
to trace enlarged images, Sturtevant projected her photoengraving of cast shadows into one
corner of the gallery. Though she may not have exhibited the physical forms of Duchamp PorteBouteilles and Duchamp Sculpture de voyage, which the artist had already “lost” or “destroyed,”
they were nonetheless represented in absentia through this image—a projection of their cast
shadows. The artist did include the second version of her Duchamp Bicycle Wheel, positioning it
between the projector and the gallery corner, so the sculpture’s shadow overlaid the projected
image of cast shadows. By using projected light to create dramatic shadows on the wall,
Sturtevant not only replicated the conditions for creating the original imagery, but she also
produced a layered arrangement that collapsed varying modes of representation into each other:
the object itself, its shadow, and a photograph of the object’s shadow.
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The various displacements Sturtevant created with cast and projected shadows recall an
exhibition Duchamp staged in the summer of 1967 at Galerie Givaudan in Paris.51 Organized by
Robert Lebel, the exhibition included a complete set of the Schwarz replicas of Duchamp’s
Readymades, but it was their installation that was more notable. Using a process similar to that
employed in Tu m’ nearly fifty years prior, Duchamp traced onto the walls of the gallery
elongated and often exaggerated shadows of the Readymades, all of which dangled in mid-air
[fig. 58].52 Affixing into place what is usually fleeting, the painted marks dramatically
contradicted the actual shadows made by the gallery’s stark overhead lighting. Asked about the
“projected shadows” in a televised interview, Duchamp explained, “It was just a way, especially
for the Readymades, to show a different form, with the perspective of projected light.”53 With
one of his final exhibitions, Duchamp reinforced his indifference towards the Readymades as
static objects, favoring instead their potential to display their own variability and multiplicity.
Sitting within an installation he designed, Duchamp downplayed the importance of how the
Readymades were installed: “They have no absolute destination,” he said, “that is to say, no
absolutely necessary presentation.”54 This late exhibition demonstrated that, for Duchamp, all
Readymades were as contingent as the indeterminate Sculpture de voyage.
Duchamp’s longstanding preoccupation with the shadows cast by Readymades stemmed
from the period of their inception. In 1966, Duchamp recalled the process of incorporating
shadows into Tu m’: “I had found a sort of projector which made shadows rather well enough,
51
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and I projected each shadow, which I traced by hand, onto the canvas.”55 Duchamp likely used
the same projector to create his Cast Shadows photograph, a print of which was the only artwork
he included in a folder of notes on the inframince. Beginning in the late 1930s, the artist began
applying the term, which is typically translated as “infrathin,” to a series of fleeting and
sometimes imperceptible phenomena.56 According to one of Duchamp’s notes, infrathin is an
adjective—not a noun—that “eludes scientific definition” and can only be understood through
examples, though there is no thematic or theoretical consistency across the many disparate
examples he put on record.57 As articulated in one 1937 note, infrathin described “intervals,”
“separation,” and “difference,” even between “identicals”—liminal states in our perception of
space, time, and matter.58 Duchamp’s infrathin notes also included numerous references to the
transient imagery created by “shadow casters,” “reflections from a mirror—or glass,” and “light
playing on surfaces.”59 A pliable term with seemingly infinite applications, infrathin at least in
part described the multiplicity of “images” a single object could create through light, shadow,
and reflection.
Sturtevant would probably not have been familiar with Duchamp’s notes on the infrathin
when she created her initial works after the artist and staged the Everson installation, since they
were not published until 1980. But it is possible, if not likely, that she saw Duchamp’s exhibition
of Readymades at Givaudan, since she would later exhibit with the gallery and was spending her
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summers in France during this period.60 Either way, she was clearly familiar with Duchamp’s
propensity for using projected light to produce shadow images. Three years after producing her
own version of Duchamp’s “cast shadow” photograph, Sturtevant similarly used a projector to
make that image a prominent feature of her Duchampian installation. The projected image
allowed Sturtevant to incorporate representations of two different versions of her Duchamp
Bicycle Wheel, the 1969 original and its replacement from 1973. The sculpture, as an idea, was
represented in physical form by the second version, which cast a shadow onto an image of
shadows formed in part by the original sculpture. The material, temporal, and spatial differences
produced by the juxtapositions of these representations embodied a series of what could be
understood of as infrathin “separations.” Sturtevant’s layered and fluid arrangement of object,
shadow, and image further exemplified the dynamic, ever-shifting differences produced by each
of her repetitions.

Duchamp Revolving Door
One element mentioned in Hartranft’s review but missing from the general discussion of
Sturtevant’s “Duchamps’ Etc.” installation, is the “revolving door pasted with a variety of
memorabilia.”61 As with the “tetrahedrons” in the 1938 exhibition, Sturtevant’s revolving door
was an integral component that remains elided from the literature. Though the artist may have
intended the work to be forgotten—it was dismantled after the exhibition and never shown
again—she originally viewed it as “most essential” to her plans. Using Marcel Jean’s exact
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phrasing, Sturtevant included the revolving door in a list of requests for the Museum, which also
included materials like felt and burlap sacks, and the opaque projector that gave light to her
shadows: “The tetrahedron of a revolving door is most essential so arrangements to obtain it
should be made before.”62 As can be observed in the only surviving image of this work, the door
was so essential because Sturtevant used it to display the photographic works that were such a
significant component of her engagement with Duchamp’s œuvre [fig. 59].63 Confirming
Hartranft’s observation, the photograph reveals that there are many two-dimensional works—the
“variety of memorabilia”—affixed to the glass panes of the revolving doors, which in their
bifurcated format recall Duchamp’s Large Glass. Only four artworks can be discerned; the rest
are obscured, hidden, or turned away from the camera. Duchamp Triptych for View appears
“pasted” to the top of the glass pane, and the three other works appear to be versions of her
Duchamp L.H.O.O.Q., likely including the “shaved” Mona Lisa illustrated in the catalogue.64
Archival documents reveal that the other panels likely featured at least some of the remaining
two-dimensional photographs, collages, and drawings reproduced in the exhibition catalogue,
such as Duchamp Man Ray Portrait, Duchamp Relâche, and Duchamp Wanted.65
Even though Sturtevant’s “revolving” display was fixed in place, like Duchamp’s, it
implied mobility, rotation, and even the interaction of the viewer, suggesting that the installation
itself, as well as the artworks within, had the potential for variability. Recalling the floating
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Plexiglas dividers Duchamp used in his 1953 Dada exhibit, the door added dimensionality to her
flat photographs and drawings, allowing viewers to move around the images as they would
objects. Elsewhere in the installation, Sturtevant accomplished a similar feat with the illuminated
projection of her Duchamp Shadows Cast by Readymades, translating her small-scale
photoengraving into something dimensional and even architectural. Projected into a corner of the
gallery, the image defines the space and the objects within by providing light and casting
shadows. Throughout her career, Sturtevant employed this method of projecting images, both
still and moving, onto and across architectural surfaces, rather than onto a flat screen.66 This
conflation of photographic image and environmental space is characteristic of how Sturtevant
viewed images as dynamically in flux, not static.
As an installation device, and not just a work-in-itself, Duchamp Revolving Door is
emblematic of Sturtevant’s broader emphasis on a collective arrangement over individual
objects. As with the “garment rack” from her 1965 Bianchini Gallery exhibition, the revolving
door is a mode of display borrowed from the world of commerce, which provides a framework
that highlights the interactions between artworks and calls attention to presentation itself. In that
same exhibition, Sturtevant used a Plexiglas cabinet to display various works after other artists.67
Both that work and Duchamp Revolving Door can be understood as small scale examples of
what their greater installations already achieved: the emphasis on the dynamics of juxtaposition
and total structure. Sturtevant often controlled or limited the visual access to her work, as she did
with her Galerie J exhibition in 1966 and the non-performance of Picabias’ Ballet Relâche a year
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later. When designing her Everson installation, Sturtevant selected those specific elements from
the 1938 exhibition that made an especially strong impact on how works were viewed: the coal
bags darkened the space by shutting off the skylit ceiling; the coal stove, in turn, provided an
insufficient but atmospheric source of light; and the revolving doors activated paintings by
bringing them off the wall and into the space.
Sturtevant’s “Duchamps’ Etc.” gallery suggests that the artist was responding to
Duchamp’s approach to installation—especially his consideration and confrontation of the
viewer—as much as his concerns for replication, authorship, and originality. The 1938 Surrealist
exhibition was designed to transform a display of discrete pictures into an immersive,
experiential whole. By taking elements of that exhibition as her model, Sturtevant reinforced the
dynamic potential of installation. When considered alongside her earliest exhibitions,
Sturtevant’s “Duchamps’ Etc.” installation was another in a series of totalities—exhibitions that
lent primacy to the collection of works over the individual objects contained within. As
emphasized by the installation, Sturtevant’s “Duchamps” should be similarly understood: more
than a series of independent repetitions, they are a cohesive body of work. Central, but
overlooked aspects of the exhibition, such as Duchamp Revolving Door and the projection of
Duchamp Shadows Cast by Readymades, also demonstrate how the artist employed installation
strategies to find unconventional methods for presenting her two-dimensional photographic
works as environmental and sculptural displays. When Sturtevant returned to her Duchamps two
decades later, she continued to find dynamic methods for circulating and presenting her
photographic works.
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Conclusion – Image Over Image

On February 23, 1974, just two months after Sturtevant closed her Everson Museum exhibition,
she opened Various Studies for Beuys Actions, Objects and Films at Onnasch Galerie in the
SoHo neighborhood of New York. Unlike the larger and arguably more significant exhibition in
Syracuse, this gallery show received considerable critical attention, though most reviews were
either disparaging or reductive.1 Presenting originals of her own—which is to say, works that
originated with her—in the image of others’, Sturtevant confounded critics in the 1960s and
early 1970s. Frustrated and disappointed by the public reception of her work, the artist stopped
exhibiting her work and retreated from the public eye. As the curator Christian Leigh described
in 1989, “Sturtevant made a slow and conscious decision to stop making work. A theoretical
stance rather than a defeated withdrawal.”2 Duchamp repeatedly faced questions about his
supposed retirement, and in that light much has been made of Sturtevant’s hiatus. As Hainley
noted, “some have even interpreted Sturtevant’s withdrawal as a repetition of Duchamp’s
silence.”3 The artist fueled such comparisons by stating that she “played a lot of tennis” in those
intervening years, echoing Duchamp’s frequent claims to have retired from painting to play
chess.4 For a little while at least, Sturtevant did what she recognized was so important about
Duchamp’s work: she “did not do.”5
After the Onnasch show closed on March 16, 1974, the artist’s next solo exhibition
wouldn’t occur until February 1986, when the New York gallery White Columns mounted what
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one critic labeled a “mini-retrospective.”6 When Sturtevant reemerged in the mid-1980s, the
current prominence of appropriation artists like Sherrie Levine, Louise Lawler, Richard Prince,
and Mike Bidlo helped bring renewed attention to her early work, while also providing her with
a foil—a conceptual, theoretical, and aesthetic framework to define her own project against.
Labeled the Pictures Generation after a formative exhibition by Douglas Crimp, appropriation
artists were defined by their use of photography and recycled imagery from art history,
commercial advertising, and popular culture.7 Not insignificantly, Sturtevant shifted the focus of
her practice even more towards imaging in the years after her hiatus: recycling photographic
works from her own past; sampling footage to create video works; and appropriating material
from mass media.
The 1990s were a prolific and transitional period for Sturtevant, defined by major shifts
in her practice.8 The decade started with Sturtevant revisiting familiar subjects from the 1960s
(Stella, Warhol, and Johns), but within five years she started addressing more contemporary
artists (Felix Gonzalez-Torres, Robert Gober, and Dominique Gonzalez-Foerster). By the turn of
the century, the artist started producing the video projects that addressed the digital culture of
simulacra and defined her late period. Throughout the decade, Sturtevant continuously revisited
the work of Duchamp, especially those repetitions she produced between 1966 and 1973. This
revival began in 1992 with the first of many presentations of Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags, an
updated version of her “Duchamps’ Etc.” installation [fig. 60].9 More than a re-presentation of
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the same work, the artist produced significant variants of the installation, adapting it for each
venue and regularly adding new artworks to the mix. For only the second re-staging, Sturtevant
swapped out the coal bags for Duchamp Sixteen Miles of String (1992), shifting the Surrealist
exhibition reference from Paris 1938 to New York 1942 [fig. 61]. As she was reviving the coal
bag installation, Sturtevant conceived of Duchamp Ciné (1992), a rotating display of images
inspired by the viewing mechanism Frederick Kiesler designed for Duchamp’s Box in a Valise in
1942 [figs. 62-63].10 Sturtevant’s apparatus featured a hand-cranked carousel of miniature
reproductions—a review of her works after Duchamp—that were only visible through a small
aperture embedded into the wall. Like Duchamp Revolving Door before it, Sturtevant’s Ciné is a
dynamic display for her photographic endeavors and a significant addition to her oeuvre that has
remained unexamined. In 1994, Sturtevant delivered the lecture “The Reluctant Indifference of
Marcel Duchamp,” her attempt to locate the “dynamics” and “functional totality of his work.”11
One of the many texts, statements, and performative talks the artist developed in her final two
decades to articulate the core concepts of her project, the lecture was later developed into an
unrealized artist’s book using appropriated reproductions of Duchamp’s work.12 All of these
projects culminated with the 1998 exhibition Int./Ext. Visibilities at Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac in
Paris, a deceptively simple installation almost entirely composed of projected photographs—
reprocessed images of artworks Sturtevant created three decades earlier.
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These four projects exemplify how Sturtevant’s body of work after Duchamp constantly
evolved, especially as the artist’s methods increasingly deviated from the more direct repetitions
of her earlier career. Even as she revised old material into new works, the artist’s project was
never retrospective. In 2003, Sturtevant put it bluntly: “Remake, reuse, reassemble, recombine—
that’s the way to go.”13 Earlier on, Leigh recognized how “Sturtevant’s ‘pictures’ imply a vicious
cycle: the rendering and rerendering of a single picture into eternity.”14 Throughout the nineties,
Sturtevant applied this cycle of “rerendering” to her Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags installation and
the photographic works at the heart of her engagement with Duchamp. One project in particular
though provides a useful summary of the procedures that defined Sturtevant’s initial approach to
her Duchamps and how she carried those forward to a new body of work three decades later: the
exhibition and catalogue for Int./Ext. Visibilities. When she returned to her Duchampian imagery
in the late 1990s, Sturtevant doubled down on the image, further distancing the works themselves
from their processed and reprocessed representations.
Sturtevant presented Int./Ext. Visibilities in Ropac’s small upstairs gallery in the summer
of 1998.15 The compact installation featured a pair of large-scale photographic projections,
continuously running on opposing walls, with a floor to ceiling wall painting in between.16 The
two projections comprised still photographs that advanced with slow dissolve transitions, so that
images overlapped and bled into each other. One of the two available installation views shows,
projected on one side of the gallery, a rehash of Sturtevant’s Muybridge Plate #136, which faces
off with an image of Duchamp Fountain so tightly cropped to be indistinguishable from
13
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Duchamp’s [fig. 64]. Aside from one spotlight, which is focused on the wall painting, the small,
darkened space is lit by the large, imposing projections.
Once again returning to her own material, Sturtevant produced many of the projected
images by reprocessing photographs derived from her earlier work after Duchamp, Beuys, and
Muybridge. Favoring reproductions over the actual work, Sturtevant chose not to exhibit the
altered photographs themselves but rather to project images of those images. As she conveyed
several years later, this was her attempt to “remove seeing,” so that, in the absence of the actual
artworks, the projected imagery could be understood as an “articulation of visibility.”17 If the
“exterior visibilities” referenced in the exhibition’s title refer to the visual surface of an art
object, then Sturtevant’s repetitions, by resembling something they are not, force a consideration
of the “interior visibilities,” the “understructure” she often talked of. Such an approach, which
was consistent throughout her career, shifted attention from the objects themselves to the artist’s
process, strategies of presentation and display, framing mechanisms, reception, and context—
facets of an artwork that are not always evident but nevertheless help define it.
Sturtevant drew the exhibition’s title from her 1996 essay “Interior Visibilities,” her most
thorough articulation of her project’s “supporting core”—what it was and was not.18 The works
contained within the catalogue and the projections reinforce the ideas laid out in the text, in
which the artist forcefully distinguished her works from copies. For Sturtevant, a copy was an
“exact detailed rendering” that represented a superficial sameness and expressed none of the
dynamism and displacement of her repetitions, since “the powerful creativity of process has been
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eliminated.”19 According to the artist, “Copy denies essence, ‘being,’ is incapable of
differentiation, imposing, and creating action.”20 Sturtevant located the actions of her iterative
practice not only in the performative reenactments of her repetitions, but also in the re-doubling
of her own images. Cropped, reproduced, reprinted, and, most frequently, assembled into serial
grids, the photographic constructions of Int./Ext. Visibilities further enhanced the earlier work’s
meditations on copy, representation, and identity.
The catalogue produced to accompany the exhibition featured many of the images
Sturtevant used to create the two projections, as well as other reprocessed photographs. As
indicated by the text on the back cover, the twenty-four illustrations within the book are divided
into three equal sections: “Body, Objects, Image.”21 The artist centered the largely black-andwhite reproductions on clean white pages containing no information on the works themselves.
Recalling the aesthetic of her Everson Museum catalogue, Sturtevant employed photocopies and
the slightly more recent technology of laser print copies to create various iterations of her own
repetitions. The artist often combined the different reproductions into the same construction, as
she did in two gridded photomontages, one derived from her Duchamp Wanted mug shots and
the other from her Muybridge Plate #136 [figs. 65-66]. In one set of images, a close crop of the
artist’s privates, the subject is made somewhat anonymous; in the other, Sturtevant’s visage is
forcefully centered. In both, the artist used cropped details from earlier black-and-white
photographs to form grids that are subdivided into three sections. As the frames progress—either
from left to right or top to bottom; from the original prints to copies; to copies of copies—the
images appear to fade away and deteriorate, literally losing their “exterior visibility.” As she did
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with the Everson catalogue, Sturtevant used reproductive technologies to further distance images
from their sources.
Immediately evident among the images produced for Int./Ext. Visibilities is the frequent
presence of Sturtevant’s body, often nude and in close detail. Rather than re-staging earlier
images or reappropriating recent ones, such as Duchamp, Marcel Duchamp, the artist returned to
her earlier reenactments of photographs by Duchamp and Muybridge. The “Body” portion of the
catalogue begins with three images drawn from Sturtevant’s collection of Duchamp Relâche
photographs. Bypassing Duchamp to draw a direct line to an earlier precedent, Sturtevant paired,
in one untitled photomontage, a print of her own image with a color laser copy of Lucas
Cranach’s Adam and Eve [fig. 67]. The biblical figures are physically separated in Cranach’s
two-panel painting, but Sturtevant conjoined the two images, fusing them together at the tree of
knowledge (a seam that is visibly apparent). In two separate black-and-white details, the artist
once again narrowed in on the models’ pelvic regions, though the emphasis is really on the
censoring hands and the tension between the visible and concealed [fig. 68].
In 1993, amidst the burgeoning revival of body-oriented art, Sturtevant spoke negatively
of the tendency to frame the body as an object: “Artists no longer make objects but are
themselves objects for sale.”22 With no objects to speak of, for sale or otherwise, Int./Ext.
Visibilities was in part a reaction to this development.23 In the face of what Sturtevant perceived
as the “fragmentation of subjectivity,” the body had become “the only vestige of the self,” which
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had to be “attested, confirmed, verified.”24 Sturtevant interpreted such a preoccupation with the
body as an unsettling example of the exterior’s triumph over the interior. With this series of
images, Sturtevant hardly “attested, confirmed, verified” any sense of self, but rather embraced
the “fragmentation.” As the artist expressed in “Interior Visibilities,” her work embodied “the
coherence of non-identity.”25 Though Sturtevant’s body appears throughout these images,
whatever could be referred to as her identity is constructed, as it was throughout her career, from
an assemblage of masquerades. Sturtevant’s conception of identity is thus far less concerned with
the blunt physical reality of her body than with how she was able to mobilize it through imagery,
in service of a multivalent conception of the self.
The “Objects” section of the catalogue begins with two separate details from Sturtevant’s
1973 photograph of Duchamp Fountain. In one detail, Sturtevant cropped a print of her original
photograph so that the curving forms of the urinal become abstractly corporeal, relating the
object to the numerous images of the artist’s own body elsewhere in the catalogue [fig. 69].
Throughout this collection, Sturtevant effectively created new, independent visuals by extracting
such small details from larger prints. The resulting images have the additional effect of making
Sturtevant’s urinal indistinguishable from the many versions of Duchamp’s. There is similar
uncertainty about what exactly is represented in the impressionistic, hand-colored photograph
Sturtevant produced around the same time of her Duchamp Trébuchet (1997) [fig. 70].
Revisiting the motif of her earlier Boîte-style images, Sturtevant acknowledged the manufactured
nature of Duchamp’s own reproduction of Trébuchet.26 Whether this retouched photograph most
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accurately represents Duchamp’s original Readymade, its elaborate reproduction, or Sturtevant’s
sculptural repetition is open for debate.
As she did thirty years earlier, Sturtevant used her readymade images to draw out the
disjunction between objects and their representations. As visualized in these photographic
constructions, Sturtevant’s urinal and coat rack effectively function as representations of
representations, miming the aesthetics Duchamp’s own facsimiles while calling into question the
capacity of any image to fully represent an object. In “Interior Visibilities,” Sturtevant wrote,
“Representation is brought to an abrupt halt in this body of work…. There is no representation of
what is represented as it is not represented. The visible sign is not that which is represented.”27
Though she was referring to her broader practice of repeating works by other artists, this concept
is born out in the images constructed for Int./Ext. Visibilities. That Sturtevant reproduced the
images in the catalogue without any accompanying details or information indicates their
apartness from objects while reinforcing their interdependence. Taken collectively, Sturtevant’s
reprocessed photographs illustrate the infinite number of visual manifestations that can be
wrought from any single image or object.
In his brief essay for the Int./Ext. Visibilities catalogue, the artist Paul McCarthy’s obtuse
commentary occasionally resonated with the exhibited and illustrated material, as when he wrote,
“The content of art shifts from creations to manipulations, reflect and hold fast their
contradictions.”28 With this late-stage exhibition and the other Duchampian projects discussed
above, Sturtevant had indeed shifted towards manipulating and repurposing her own material. As
we see in Int./Ext. Visibilities and the other projects highlighted above, the artist continuously
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revisited the artworks she initially produced in the late 1960s and early 1970s as part of what
became an ever-broadening engagement with the work and image of Marcel Duchamp. The
projects Sturtevant produced in the 1990s represent both a continuation and a new manifestation
of this engagement. Reflecting the broader shift in her practice towards imaging and mass media,
the later works are even less concerned with Duchamp’s actual output—the “works in
themselves”—than with the ways in which he mobilized photography and installation to
complicate his works.
What Sturtevant accomplished most effectively with her “Duchamps” was to shift
attention from the artwork itself—as isolated objects and images—to the framing mechanisms
that support and define them, such as photographic documentation, publication, discourse, and
installation. When, in the 1990s, Sturtevant recycled her earlier material to generate new
projects, she further distanced her repetitions from their original sources. Sturtevant’s Duchamp
1200 Coal Bags and the ancillary projects that followed, which encompassed lectures, books,
installations, and exhibitions, are hardly replicas of artworks by Duchamp. Instead, they stand far
more clearly as manifestations of Sturtevant’s own concepts. As the artist described, her
repetitions operated by “distancing the work from the source and at the same time elaborating
upon it, chang[ing] both the past and the future in a very dynamic way.”29 With the sculptures,
images, and installations produced—and not produced—in the manner of Duchamp, Sturtevant
brought the former artist’s work forward, over and over again, continuously engaging it with
contemporary developments within her own project and aesthetics at large. In the process,
Sturtevant altered how we understood both Duchamp’s work and her own.
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Gallery, Chicago (June 1–30, 1990).
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Timothy Greenfield-Sanders), 12 x 9 7/16 inches, Fotomuseum Winterthur.
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Figure 26. Sturtevant, Duchamp L.H.O.O.Q. Rasée, 1970, readymade, 11 7/8 x 9 1/2 inches.
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Figure 27. Sturtevant, Duchamp Relâche, 1967, photograph, 8 11/16 x 8 7/8 inches, Glenstone.
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Figure 28. Man Ray, Cinésketch: Adam and Eve, 1924, gelatin silver print, 4 9/16 × 3 7/16
inches. Getty Museum, Los Angeles, CA.
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Figure 29. Sturtevant, Picabias’ Ballet Relâche, 1967, Performance view, School of Visual
Arts, New York, November 20, 1967. Photo: Peter Moore.
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Figure 30. Sturtevant, Duchamp Wanted, 1967, photograph and collage on paper, 16 1/4 x 13 in.
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Figure 31. Sturtevant, Duchamp Nu descendant un escalier, 1968, film still.
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14 1/2 x 11 3/4 inches.
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Figure 33. Yayoi Kusama, Untitled, c. 1966, photographic collage with photo by Hal Reiff of
the artist reclining on Accumulation No. 2, no longer extant.
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Figure 34. Sturtevant, Duchamp Sculpture de voyage, 1967, colored rubber fixed
together, varying dimensions; black-and-white photograph as it appeared in
Bijutsu Techo 282, no. 5 (1967).
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Figure 35. Sturtevant, Duchamp Fountain, 1973, photograph.
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Figure 36. Sturtevant, Duchamp Coin de chasteté, 1967, plaster and dental plastic,
3 1/8 x 2 3/16 x 1 1/2 inches.
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Figure 37. Sturtevant, Duchamp Scale Model for Objet-dard, 1967, black-and-white
photograph and collage, 11 1/4 x 13 1/2 inches.
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Figure 38. Sturtevant, Duchamp Scale Model for Objet-dard, 1967, black-and-white
photograph and collage, 14 3/8 x 17 3/8 inches.
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Figure 39. Claes Oldenburg, Proposed Colossal Monument for Times Square, New York:
Banana, c. 1965, photomontage as reproduced in David Bourdon, “Immodest
Proposals for Monuments,” New York, The World Journal Tribune Magazine,
January 8, 1967, 23.
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Figure 40. Marcel Duchamp, folio from From or by Marcel Duchamp or Rrose Sélavy (Boîteen-valise), 1935–41, leather valise containing miniature replicas, photographs, and
color reproductions, dimensions variable.
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Figure 41. Clockwise from top left: Sturtevant, Duchamp In Advance of the Broken Arm,
c. 1967, gouache on gelatin silver print mounted on board in artist’s frame, 8 x 6
inches; Duchamp’s In Advance of the Broken Arm, c. 1967, gouache on gelatin silver
print mounted on board in artist’s frame, 9 x 7 inches; Duchamp Sculpture de voyage,
c. 1969, gouache on gelatin silver print in artist’s frame, 8 1/2 x 8 1/2 inches.
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Figure 42. Sturtevant, Duchamp Shadows Cast by Readymades, 1970, photoengraving,
10 7/8 x 8 1/4 inches. Collection Fotomuseum Winterthur.
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Figure 43. Marcel Duchamp, Ombres Portées (Cast Shadows), 1918, photograph.
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Figure 44. Marcel Duchamp, Sculpture de voyage, 1918, photograph.
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Figure 45. Marcel Duchamp, Tu m’, 1918, oil on canvas, with bottlebrush, safety pins, and bolt,
27 1/2 x 119 5/16 inches. Yale University Art Gallery.

Figure 46. Sturtevant, Duchamp Triptych for View, c. 1970, photograph, 11 1/8 x 12 3/8 inches.
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Figure 47. Frederick Kiesler, Les Larves d’Imagie d’Henri Robert Marcel Duchamp (detail),
1945, published in the special Duchamp issue of View (March 1945).
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Figure 48. Front cover and pages from Sturtevant, Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’
Actions and Objects Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film, 1973, offset printing on paper,
11 x 8 1/2 inches. Everson Museum, Syracuse, NY.
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Figure 49. Andy Warhol, Mao, 1973, three prints from edition of 300 unique photocopies,
11 x 8 1/2 inches. Various collections.
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Figure 50. Sturtevant, page from Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’ Actions and Objects
Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film, 1973.
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Figure 51. Sturtevant, page from Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’ Actions and Objects
Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film, 1973.
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Figure 52. Roger Schall, Untitled, installation view of the Exposition Internationale du
Surréalisme, Galerie Beaux-Arts, Paris, 1938, gelatin silver print, 8 11/16 x 8 5/16
inches. Museum of Modern Art, New York.
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Figure 53. Photograph of the opening night reception for Exposition Internationale du
Surréalisme, January 17, 1938, Galerie Beaux-Arts, Paris. Photographer unknown,
collection of Elena Filipovic.
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Figure 54. Installation view of Marcel Duchamp, December 28, 1973 – February 24, 1974,
Museum of Modern Art, New York. Photo: Katherine Keller, Museum of Modern
Art Archives, New York.
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Figure 55. Installation view of Marcel Duchamp, December 28, 1973 – February 24, 1974,
Museum of Modern Art, New York. Photo: Katherine Keller, Museum of Modern
Art Archives, New York.
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Figure 56. Contact sheet of Marianne Barcellona’s installation photographs of Sturtevant,
Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’ Actions and Objects Duchamps’ Etc.
Including Film, November 16 – December 13, 1973, Everson Museum of Art,
Syracuse, New York. Courtesy Marianne Barcellona.
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Figure 57. Installation view of Sturtevant, Studies for Warhols’ Marilyns Beuys’ Actions and
Objects Duchamps’ Etc. Including Film, November 16 – December 13, 1973,
Everson Museum of Art, Syracuse, New York. Photo: Robert Lorenz, Everson
Museum, Exhibition Archive.
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Figure 58. Photograph of Marcel Duchamp outside the opening of his exhibition Ready-Mades
et Editions de et sur Marcel Duchamp, June 1967, Galerie Claude Givaudan, Paris.
Photo: André Morain, Paris.
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Figure 59. Sturtevant, Duchamp Revolving Door, 1973, brass door and various two-dimensional
artworks, destroyed.
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Figure 60. Sturtevant, Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags, 1973/1992, installation view from Sturtevant,
June 25 – August 2, 1992, Württembergischer Kunstverein Stuttgart, Germany.
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Figure 61. Duchamp 1200 Coal Bags, 1973/1992, installation view with Duchamp Sixteen
Miles of String (1992), from Sturtevant, August 13 – September 27, 1992,
Deichtorhallen Hamburg, Germany.
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Figure 62. Sturtevant, installation view of Duchamp Ciné (1992) with Duchamp Nu descendant
un escalier (1968), video installation, Coffee Wheel, Peepshow Ciné Box installed
behind wall.
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Figure 63. Sturtevant, Duchamp Ciné, 1992, detail of “Peepshow Ciné Box.”
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Figure 64. Installation view of Int./Ext. Visibilities, June 13 – August 1, 1998, Galerie
Thaddaeus Ropac, Paris.
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Figure 65. Sturtevant, Untitled (from Int./Ext. Visibilities), 1997, photomontage with photographs, laser copies, and black-and-white photocopies, 37 1/4 x 29 1/4 inches.
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Figure 66. Sturtevant, Untitled (from Int./Ext. Visibilities), c. 1998, photomontage with
photographs, laser copies, and black-and-white photocopies, dimensions unknown.
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Figure 67. Sturtevant, Untitled (from Int./Ext. Visibilities), 1997, photograph and laser copy,
8 5/8 x 18 1/2 inches.
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Figure 68. Two pages with untitled photographs from Int./Ext. Visibilities: Body, Objects,
Image, exhibition catalogue (Paris: Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac, 1998).
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Figure 69. Two pages with untitled photographs from Int./Ext. Visibilities: Body, Objects,
Image, exhibition catalogue (Paris: Galerie Thaddaeus Ropac, 1998).
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Figure 70. Sturtevant, Duchamp Trébuchet, 1997, color photograph with gouache,
3 3/16 x 5 11/16 inches, collection of Mark Kelman, New York.
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